


” GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 






ARCHEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF INDIA | 


CENTRAL | 
ARCHEOLOGICAL | 
LIBRARY | 





| 
| ACCESSION NO.___ 36205 


CALL No.__ 575 Kav ax= Pre | 


DARE 





uN > умыл, 


THEY STUDIED Man 


CHARLES DARWIN 


HERBERT SPENCER 


EDWARD TYLOR 


JAMES PRAZER 


EMILE DURKHEIM 


FRANZ BOAS 


BRONISLAW MALINOWSKI 


ALFRED KROEBER 


RUTH BENEDICT 


SIGMUND FREUD 


ABRAM KARDINER 
and EDWARD PREBLE 


THEY STUDIED 
MAN 





Seexen & Wanvure + Loxpon 





CRNTRAL ARCHAEOLOGICAD 
LIBRARY, NEW DELHI. 





Printed in England by 
внима А оля мт, тлом 
Pent peli Great Dea 968 
14 Carlisle Street, London, W.1 


ооттмсат © 1964 by Abram Kardiner and Edward Preble, 














сохткмтв. 


zanî 1 THE NEW DIMENSION: Culture 
Introduction 
Charles Darwin: 4 Second Life 
Herbert Spencer: The Binding Pin 
Edward Tylor: Mr. Tylor's Science 








Franz Boas: Jey Enthusiasm 
Bronislaw Malinowski: The Man of Songs 
Alfred Kroeber: Man, Whales, and Bee 
Ruth Benedict: Science and Poetry 





Paate THE NEW DIMENSION: Man 
Introduction 
Sigmund Freud: Chimney Sweeping 


‘The Influence of Psychodynamics on the Study of 


Culture 


18 
т 


% 


108 
184 
160 
187 
208 


зт 
228 


зю 


ea Pe 
ry, Pion 
pe GRAPHY 
тос 


эт 


283 


ILLUSTRATIONS 


(foltowing page 128) 


Charles Darwin (Courtesy American Museum of Natural History) 
Herbert Spencer (New York Publie Library Picture Collection) 
Bawarà Tylor (National Portrait Gallery, London) 

James Frazer (Lafayette, Ltd, London) 

Emile Durkheim 

Franz Boas (Columbia University) 

Bronislaw Malinowski 

Alfred Kroeber (Columbia University) 

Rath Benedict (New York Public Library Picture Collection) 


Sigmund Freud (The Bettoann Archive) 


PREFACE 


‘Tue xanons involved in writing this book were unevenly 
divided. The plan of the book was conceived by Abram 
Kardiner, but Edward Preble did the major part of the 
‘work. Kardiner must take special responsibility for the 
final section of the work. Most honorable mention m 

to Mr. Arthur Cohen for his persistence and determination 
in bolstering the courage of the authors, and for his valu- 
able editoria] assistance. 

A collaboration of this kind can be compared to the 
focusing of binoculars with individual eye focus, where 
joined but independent views are slowly integrated. In- 
Yroduce now the hand of a third party on the binoculars! 
housing and the analogy is complete. 

We are grateful to Helene Boas Yampolsky, daughter 
of Franz Boas; and to Jozefa Malinowska Stuart, daughter 
of Bronislaw Malinowski, for valuable biographic 
formation and for generous co-operation and hospit 

William Duncan Strong, Columbia University, read part 

snuseript and made comments which are greatly 












We are indebted to James Dunbar Pickering, Gettysburg 
College, for simplifying unnecessary complications; and to 
Tames J. Walsh, Columbia University, for complicating 
isleading simplifcatio 

Maytee Preble typed the original manuseript in the pea- 
nut butter-and-jelly sandwich factory that constitutes her 
kitchen, and in this setting was prompted to make, spon- 
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taneous and penetrating comments on the central issue in 
book—human adaptation. 





Annam Kanonen 





PART 1 


THE NEW DIMENSION: Culture 


INTRODUCTION 


низ n00x is an experiment in the deseription of an epi- 
sode in cultural change. Tt takes as its text a segment 
of the cultural history of the nineteenth and twentieth cen: 
turies, the period in which, from nebulous origins, cultural 
anthropology developed into a scientific disipline 
"The authors have not attempted to write a of 
inthropology, for they axe neither qualified nor interested 
їп such an enterprise. Rather, they have attempted to relate 
the seminal hypotheses of the few great innovators in the 
development of a “science of man” to the ethos of the times 
‘and to the specific lives of these innovators. By using this 
method of treatment, the birth and growth of this alentie 
tradition can be presented within an adaptational frame- 
work, On the cultural level the hypotheses, theories, and 
techniques of these scien 




































dual level, these cr 
products of idiosynerasy and geni 
‘as some people like to incompatible. Human 
not altogether a whimsical phenomenon; it derives 
from an acute sense of relevancy. Scientific hypotheses in 
any field lose their usefulness sooner or later and are re- 
placed by others that are more relevant to the constantly 
‘changing conditions of human life. Our selection of anthro- 
ppologists was decided by the judgment that each one in- 
vented either a seminal hypothesis or a new technique for 
the study of man. ‘There will be disagreements concerning 
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Adaptation and genius 








our judgment in this selection, but we are emboldened Бу 
he dact that there ia no way of telling how historians a cen- 
tary from now wil evaluate the achievements ofthe anthro- 
gists of this period. 
Pilong with the account of a succession of ideas and tech- 
niques in the study of man, we have attempted to describe 
Something about fhe dynamics of the transitions, The re- 
Placement of one hypothesis or technique for another is not 
Ihe to fatigue, boredom, or rebelion, Tt occurs when the 
particular hypothesis or technique exhausts ita ability to 
Field new knowledge, or when the conditions of the new 
бок of a suceceding generation disqualify what passed for 
fruth in the preceding one, In some instances the stimulus 
for new knowledge comes from another discipline. In the 
final chapter we attempt to demonstrate that the interest 
ir lines with which we are mainly concerned 
anthropology and paychology—had its roots in the vast 
Racial changes that took place in Western society between 
1770 and 1890, We suggest that the new social machinery 
created by thee changer gave a new direction to human 























izing principle was furnis 
Thir idn was conerived end implemented in nuch a vay that 
after fifty years it ground to a halt insofar as it was capable 
of yielding new knowledge or even the kind of knowledge 
‘hat would satisfy those who were living in the throes of 
the new social ferment that preceded the First World War, 
‘The original techniques and theoretical outlook of evolu 
tionary anthropology were altered by two men, Er 

Durkheim and Franz Boss. Durkheim brought to anthro- 
Pology some ideas and attitudes from the germinating dis- 
cipline of sociology, and Bons brought with him the 
precision and discipline of the natural sciences, This new 
school of functionalism was still concerned with institutions 
—accepted as the basic unit of anthropology—but it was 
now concerned with more complete and accurate observa 
tions, and with new organizing principles dealing with the 
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relations of institutions to each other. There was much 
difference of opinion about how institutions relate to each 
other: Durkheim, Bons, Malinowoi, Benedict, and Kroeber 
all represent different points of view on this question. 

nthe thirties a new dimension was introduced into 
anthropology. The original stimulus came from Freud. His 
first attempt to account for some aspects of man's social 
life (in Totem and Taboo) was completely rejected by 
anthropologists, and justifiably so. He had gone to the 
literature of evolutionary anthropology for confirmation 
of his psychological theory of human development, Specifi- 
tall, he was loking for evidence that the experiences of 
primitive man were constitutional determinants in the Ii 
of modern man. This Lamarckian bins of Freud and most 
of his followers, and the devastating criticism of evolutio 
ary anthropology by Boas, Goldenvweiser, and Krocber, 
qualified the use of Freudian ideas in anthropology. Later 
attempts to introduce into anthropology an adaptational 
peychodynamics based on revisions of Freudian theory were, 
except for a limited and brief acceptance, rejected by 
anthropologists. The effort, however, is still being made to 
bring to anthropology an empirically based knowledge of 
the impact of social patterning on human development, and 
of the resulting efects on social change. 

tis not the intention of the authors to engage in polem- 
fs concerning the fate of the psychological disciplines in 
their contact with anthropology. We only want to present 
some of the evidence for the belief that social institutions 
tnd socal change re incomprehensible without a know 

ige of human ontogenetic development, human motivation, 
and the inner workings of the mind. Tt is our contention 
that Freud, in spite of his blundering with Lamarckian 
oversimplifications, came upon a number of basic dis- 
coveries on which can be erected a sound psychology of 
‘adaptation; one that is capable of empirical derivation and 
confirmation, susceptible of correction and revision in. the 
face of new evidence, and capable of widening the ambit of 
knowledge about man’s personal and social adaptation. 

A knowledge of the impact of institutions and of cultural 























change on the human mind is of paramount importance in 
the twentieth century, because alterations in social pattern- 
ing constitute the dominant issue of our time the world over, 
We must develop techniques for measuring the effect of 
these changes on man, lest we overlook the indication of 

vidual and, consequently, social failure. Only with some 
advance warning can we introduce remedial measures, The 
Science of man bas acquired responsibilities it cannot at 
present meet. Tt cannot afford to ignore a promising tech- 
higue, while debating irrelevancies. The techniques of a 
Science of man must become more than the subject matter 
for academic virtuosity, They must be developed into 
instruments of human welfare and survival. 








CHARLES DARWIN 


4 SECOND LIFE 


x any witeacoxpay between 1850 and 1880 the 

members of the Coal and Friendly Club of the little 
village of Down, ia Kent, England, would march with band 
and banner to the house of Charles and Emma Darwin, a 
quarter of a mile away. Here the group of villagers would 
parade upon the green in front of the house until the 
rensarer of the club, Charles Darwin, emerged, Darwi 
would give a warm and individual greeting to the club mer 
bers and then make a Title speech, sprinkled with a fev 
worn jokes, regarding the financial condition of their 
charity organization. The ceremony over, the Friendly 
Club would close its ranks and march back to the village, 
its three-picce band playing and its banner waving. Darî 
the man who had convinced the world that “From death, 
famine, rapine and the concealed war of nature . . . the 
highest good . . . has directly come,” would turn and walk 
into the house. 

Charles Darwin's personality is important for an under- 
standing of his work and infiuence. Darvin was famous for 
his modesty and his ability to remain aloof from the con- 
demnations and eulogies that poured in upon him for 
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twenty-two years, yet his personal writings reveal an amaz- 
ing selt-concerm expressed with wonderful naiveté and 
«ш. Ни билей олы him... the most open, tran- 





rent men I erer saw. 
P Gharles Robert Darwin was born ot Shrewsbury, Eng- 
land, in 1809. His paternal grandfather, Erasmus Darwin, 
was û versatile genius, He was a highly successful physician 
whose patients came to him from all over England and the 
Continent, He was also a poet, a man of letters, and a bold 
speculator in science and philosophy. His ruminations on 
tke origin of species written m yerse, established him as 
an evolutionist who folly anticipated the views of the great 
Lamarck, Charles Darwin's maternal grandfather was the 
famous potter, Jooiah Wedgwood—a man of imagination 
and of resolute independence and courage, Charles Dar- 
win’ father, Robert Waring Darwin, was the second son 
of Erasmus Darwin. Charles was to make the most of his 
hereditary potential for genius 

Robert Darwin followed his father into the medical pro- 
fession and became a prosperous physician in Shrewsbury, 
‘A commanding figure in bulk and personality, he erected a 
Paternal empire, dominating family, friends, and patients, 
“The Tide,” as he was called by his daughter-in-law, played 
4 crucial role in his son's life and work. Charles’ mother, 
Susannah Wedgwood, had six children, Charles being the 
ffth-born. She died when Charles was but eight years old 
and he retained thereafter only the faintest memory of her, 

For the first twenty-two years of his life Darwin seemed 
ell on the way to fulflling the prophecy of his father that 
“You care for nothing but shootings dogs and rat-catching, 
and you will be a disgrace to yourself and your family. 
He “learnt absolutely nothing” at Dr. Butler's school at 
Shrewsbury, withdrew from the study of medicine at dine 
burgh, and was only a mediocre theological student at 
Christ's College, Cambridge. His only real interests uring 
these years were collecting insects and shooting. At Came 
bridge, however, his attractive personality introduced him 
not only into the sporting set but also into the company of 
several distinguished faculty members, notably Professor 














Charlet Dorwin 19 
‘John Henslow, whose botany lectures aroused Darwin's in- 
terest in natural history. Tt was through Henslow that 
‘Darwin was elected as a naturalist for the around-the-world 
voyage of the H.M.S. Beagle. 

"At the prospect of this voyage Darwin wrote: «Му зес- 
ond life will then commence, and it shall be as a birthday 
for the rest of my life.” It was, in fact, a “birthday” for the 
entire world, Darwin's experiences on the voyage of the 
Beagle inaugurated a chain of events which was to end in 
the public acceptance of the most revolutionary doctrine 
in the history of man’s attempt to find his place in nature. 
But the “second life” barely missed being stillborn, Dar- 
win's father was against the plan, and, although Charles 
жаз twenty-two years old and ecstatic at the prospect об 
going, he submitted meekly to his father's wish after a 
feeble protest, Tt was only through the gratuitous interven- 
tion of a respected uncle that the father reluctantly gave 
his approval. Darwin was overjoyed, but never completely 
recovered from the feeling that perhaps he should have 
followed his father's advice. 

The Commander of the Beagle, Captain Robert Fitz- 
Roy, was convinced that through science “. . . sooner or 
later the truth of every statement in the Bible would be 
proved.” Darwin, the man whom Fitz-Roy had taken 
‘hoard the Beagle partly in the hope that he would help 
establish this proof, began his undermining of one of the 
Bible's greatest doctrines—the separate creation and im- 
mutability of species—before the voyage was even com- 
pleted. 

In 1686, after five years of exploration, the Beagle re- 
‘turned to England. The next year Darwin started his first 
notebook on the transmutation of species; and in the follow- 
ing year he “, . . got a theory by which to work...” from 
a reading of Malthus? Essay on Population. The theory, 
‘under Darwin's extension, became the key to organic evo- 
lotion: Natural Selection, 

‘Darwin married his cousin, Emma Wedgwood, in 1859, 
and in the same year published the first of his many works. 
In 1842 the Darwins moved to Down House near the village 


























of Down, where it was hoped that Charles would find some 
‘elit From the unidentifed illness which was to plague him 
ЖМ» Ме. JE was in the same year that Darwin wrote the 
frst brief sketch of his theory of species. This hurriedly 
penciled and almost illegible essay contained, with one ex- 
option, all the essential theoretical points later elaborated 
fn the Origin of Species, This sketch was further enlarged 
in 1844, but remained unpublished, To only a few friends, 
such as Charles Lyell, Joseph Hooker, and Asa Gray, did 
he hint at the development of his monumental theory. 

Fate, however, was to interfere with Darwin's difidence, 
(On June 18, 1888, Darwin received in the morning post the 
few sheets of a hastily written essay which stated, in ab- 
“гм form, Darwin's entire theory regarding the origin 
Of species. The modest author of the essay, Alfred Wallace, 
fad sent the paper to Darwin in the kope that Darwin 
would deem it of suficient interest to send it to the great 
geologist, Charles Lyell. Darwin's reaction to this threat 
to hi priority in a theory he had arrived at twenty years 
earlier io revealing. He has often been represented as having 
given no thought to his own reputation în the feld and of 
тешр, in deference to Wallace, to make his own views 
Public until his friends took the matter out of his hands 
hd publicised his twenty years of work on the subject. But 
Darwin was not so saintly and waa, hene romantic 
versions suggest. His own correspondence reveals a man 
tortured and overwhelmed at this stroke of fate: To Lyell, 
‘who had urged him in 1686 to publish his views on epecie, 
Te wrote, “Your words have come true with a vengeance 
that T should be forestalled”; and in the same letter, “Бо 
all my originality, whatever it may amount to, will be 
smashed...” And in a second letter to Lyell he sates 
“There ia nothing in Wallace's sketch which isnot written 
out much fuller in my sketch, copied out in 1844," But, 
then, a few sentences later: T would far rather burn my 
whole book, than that he [Wallace] or any other man 
should think T behaved ia a paltry manner” He then leaves 
the door open for Lyell and Hooker to do whatever they 





























Charles Darwin n 
would think honorable. There could have been no doubt in 
his mind as to what they would do. 

‘On July 1, Lyell and Hooker presented before the 
nean Society a joint paper by Darwin and Wallace on the 
theory of evolution by natural selection. Darwin's previous 
work was briefly, but clearly, accounted for, and it is Dar- 
win’s name that has served to epitomize the theory ever 
since. This, of course, is as it should be and was so recog- 
nized without hesitation by Wallace himelf. 

Tn his short, sixty-page Autobiography, written in 1876, 
Darwin says nothing about the Wallace incident which 
would indicate that it had produced any emotional crisis. 
He does, however, recall a hunting experience in 1826 which 
he relates in enthusiastic detail: “One day when shooting 
at Woodhouse with Captain Owen .. . and Major Hill . 

I thought myself shamefully used, for every time after T 
had fired and thought that I had killed a bird, one of the 
two acted as if loading his gun, and cried out, You must 
not count that bird, for I fired at the same time,’ and the 
gamekeeper, perceiving the joke, backed them up.” Dar- 
‘win was angry at this beclouding of his priority in a shoot 
ing match, and it remained an indelible experience which 
he could recount with great feeling fifty years later. About 
the Wallace incident, a question of priority involving his 

7 work, he stated simply and without emotion, “I eared 
very little whether men attributed most originality to me 

for Darwin that he 




















In 1859 Darwin published an abridged version of the 
work he had been preparing on the origin of species. The 
title of the published work was On the Origin of Species by 
Means of Natural Selection, от the Preservation of 
Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life. He never did 
‘complete the larger work, and the book of 1859 has since 
carried the burden of the argument. Although considered 
a mere sketch by Darwin, its pages are filled with a hundred 
facts to support every essential point in the theoretical 
argument. Darwin's extreme reticence to make his views 


public until he could marshal overwhelming evidence played 
{large part in their early acceptance and enormous influ- 
fence. Another factor in their sucess is to be found in Dar- 
Ys inordinate self-effacement. He seldom expressed a 
ойне тооп without rt ing, ad often exaggerating, 
The evidence against it and ending with an apology or a 
isms of he iden as irresponsible. He referred fre- 
quently to his own “moderate abilities” while extolling the 
genius of other workers, Those who were not won over by 
{the weight of his evidence and the beauty of his theory 
were simply disarmed. Tt was dificult to attack a man who 
Dut his head on the block and provided his opponents with 
{in axe, Of course, there was some bitter criticism— from 
science and religion; but, considering the radical implica- 
tions of the theory, it is truly remarkable that there was 
so litle, 

Darwin was relieved of the task of defending his views 
against lay and clerical critics by his loyal friend Thomas 
H. Huxley, who became known as “Darwin's Bulldog.” 
Huxley, a famous scientist, loved to fight, and he wrote 
to Darwin after the publication of the Origin of Species 
“I trust you will not allow yourself to be in any way di 
usted or annoyed by the considerable abuse and misrepre- 
fentation which, unless T greatly mistake, is in store for 
you... And esto the curs which will bark and yelp, you 
must recollect that some of your friends, at any rate, are 
endowed with an amount of eombativeness which (though 
you have often and justly rebuked it) may stand you in 
Good stead 

“am sharpening up my claws and beak in readiness.” 

Darvin confined hin efforts in behalf of his work to the 
scientife community. In the same spirit as he had once kept 
track of the birds he shot by tying knots in a str 
tached to a buttonhole, he now entered every new scientific 
мег” ө he galled them, on a ist so hat he could tell 
at a glance how the battle was going. He rejoiced in ever 
Capture and fretted over the dissenters and the undecided, 

By 1865 Charles Kingsley, a minister, could write to F. 
D. Maurice, “Darwin is conquering, and rushing on 
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а оой, by the mere force of truth and fact.” Encouraged, 
‘often cestatic, at the reception of his work, Darwin con- 
tinued the deluge of facts and speculation. 

‘The Variation of Animals and Plants Under Domestica- 
tion was published in 1868, Tt was an extensive elaboration 
cof material that had appeared in the relatively condensed 
‘arguments of the Origin of Species. 

‘Darwin had believed since 1897 that man himself is sub- 
ject to the law of “mutable productions.” Encouraged by 
‘he general acceptance by naturalists of the theory of evo- 
lution, after thirty-five years of note-taking and three 
‘year of writing, he produced The Descent of Man in 1871. 

His last major work, The Expression of the Emotions in 
Man and Animals, was published in 1872. He continued to 
‘work hard, when his health permitted, for ten more years. 
He died at Down House in 1882 and was buried in West- 
minster Abbey, a few feet from Sir Isaac Newton. 

The Descent of Man (1871) contained Darwin's nppli- 
cation of natural and sexual selection to the biological and 
social evolution of man; but the Origin of Species (1859) 
set the stage for the later work and is of greater historical 
significance. In establishing the doctrine of organie evolu- 
tion, Darwin fathered one of the greatest ideological revo- 
lutions in history. 

Although “one of the oldest guessings of human 
thought,” as Höfding has put it, the idea of evolution 
could not gain acceptance until suficient factual evidence 
in support of the iden and a plausible theory to account for 
the facts were presented. Darwin finally produced the ev 
dence and the theory that placed the doctrine of evolution 
on solid ground, susceptible of the tests of science and com- 

‘There are two important features to Darwin's Origin 
of Species: the presentation of the evidence for evolution, 
and the explication of the process by which it һаа осет 
the what and the why that must be present in any seien- 
tifle explanation. 

‘The first evidence for evolution that impressed Darwin 
emerged from his notebooks of the Beagle voyage. Two 





























sets of observations especially impressed him as he read his 
vm Journal of Researches, the published account of his 
travels on the Beagle, First, there was the observation that 
cach separate island of the Galápagos had species of 
mals and plants which, though distinct from those on neigh- 
boring islands, had counterparts on all the islands and on 
the adjoining continent. The other observation was that 
the fossils of extinct forms of life that he had discovered 
resembled in a striking way the living species of the area. 
Tt dawned on Darwin thet these puzzling sets of facts could 
he explained by a simple but heretical assumption: these 
similar species were blood relatives with a common descent. 
Species, in a word, are not immutable; the Judaie-Chri 
tian doctrine of creation must be wrong. For Darwit 
devout Christian, this realization was like “confessing а 
murder.” 

Darwin did not hesitate, He amassed evidence from the 
breeders of domestic animus on the modification of species. 
Breeders had for years modifed animals by selecting for 
reproduction those animals that possessed in the highest 
degree the traits they wanted to exaggerate. If man can 
modify species by this form of imposed selection, perhaps, 
reasoned Darwin, there is a force in nature which produces 
similar change. 

‘The great clue came when Darwin read Malthus Essay 
on Population, which maintained that the rate of procre- 
ation among animals surpasses the means of subsistence, 
tnd that the weak must perish in the competition for sur 
vival. Malthus? work became the cornerstone for Darwin's 
theory of “natural selection”: the theory that would ac- 
count forthe evidence for evolution that Darwin had dis- 

“The theory of natural selection rank with Newtons 
as a grent explanatory iden Its comprehensive simplicity 
made the world of living things intelligible for the Arst 
time, Tt can be stated briefiy: 

Since all organisms reproduce at a rate which exceeds 
by many times the available means of subsistence, only a. 
favored few of those born are destined to survive and per- 
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petuate their kind. Only those individuals whose natural 
deviations place them at an advantage in the life-and-death 
competition for the means of life will survive. The greater 
the competition, the greater the significance of the smallest 
differences between individuals. The traits that insured the 
success of the survivors will be passed on tothe next gener- 
ation, where the selective process begins all over again. The 
cumulative effects of this process over many generations 
can result in a radical departure from the original form. 
‘The form the departures take will be determined by the 
specific problems of survival in a given environment. A 
different environment will result in modifications correlated 
with the different problems of adaptation. Thus, the dif- 
ferent islands of the Galépagos are inhabited by similar 
but different species of plants and animals, the differences 
corresponding to 

each island. I 
ing conditions, with a scale of time measured by geological 
epochs, the theory of natural selection ean account for 
both the perfection and the diversity of living things with- 
out recourse to supernatural “explanation.” 

At the end of the Origin of Species Darwin stated that 
from that work, “Much light will be thrown on the origin 
of man and his history.” He continued this task himself in 
‘The Descent of Man, published in 1871. 

Darwin begins The Descent of Man by noting the simi- 
larity of body structure in all the higher animals, including 
man. He argues, as he did in the Origin, that such a si 
Jarity is unintelligible unless explained by a theory of mod- 
ification through descent from a common ancestor, In any 
Other view, the analogous structures, say, of the hand of 
a man or a monkey, the foot of a horse, the fipper of a seal, 
and the wing of a bat are inexplicable. Added to this great 
class of facts are the facts of comparative embryology, 
which reveal the almost identical development at a certain 
stage of the embryos of man, dog, seal, bat, reptile, and so 
fon. And further, there is the universal existence of rudimen- 
tary organs which ean only have come from ancestors who 
possessed the organs in a perfect state. “He who regrets 





















































with cor” says Darwin, “that the shape of his own 
Canines and their oceasonal great development in other 
теп, are due to our early forefathers having been provided 
with these formidable weapons, will probably reveal, by 
neering, the line of his descent Man has evolved with the 
vertebrate, end his ong pedigree runs from an animal re- 
Iated to the sea squirt, through the fishes, amphi! 

tile, birds, mammalsy and Old World monkeys. 
Darwin’s historic words, descended from “a hairy, tailed 
quadruped, probably arboreal in its habits, and an inhabi- 
tant of the Old World.” 

After establishing man as a product of the evolutionary 
process, Darwin sets out to show how natural selection has 
Probably worked in the physical, intellectual, moral, and 
Social development of man. That man has evolved under 
the action of natural selection js a necessary conclusion 
from the assumption that, like all animals, man tends to 
multiply at a rate beyond the me istence and is 
therefore subject to'a struggle for 

Darwin makes it clear that although man’s intellectual 
and social powers are of great importance in his develop 
ment, it would be a mistake to overlook or minimize the im- 
portance of a modified bodily structure to his success, The 
free use of the hands and arms, which is made possible by 
an erect posture, must have beea a great advantage to the 
Progenitor of man. With the free use of his hands and arm 
he bad an advantage in both defense and attack in his 0 
ity to use clubs, stones, and other weapons. An increased 
dexterity and sensitivity of the hand necessary for the 
production of weapons and tools wat made possible by 
the freeing of the bands from the rigors of locomotion and 
bodily support. Many changes in bodily structure were 
necessary in man's development as a biped, such as the 
Aatening of the fey the broadening of the pelvis, the 
special curving of the spine, and the altering of the post 
on ofthe head. o ESS 

Darvin bleed hat os ofthe distinctive bodily char- 
‘acteristics of man have been acquired either directly or in- 
directly through natural election, but he attributed some 


























Charles Darin a 
modifications to the inherited effects of the use and disuse 
of certain parts of the body (the basis of Lamarck’s evoh 
tionary theory) and some to the direct action of changed 
conditions in the environment (the basis of Buffon’s evolu- 
tionary theory). He held that all these means of modifica- 
tion co-operated in a way which made it very difficult to 
single out the operation of any one factor in the develop- 
ment of a given trait. 

Tn concluding the chapter on man’s bodily development 
Darwin meets the criticism that man’s physical weakness, 
compared to that of other animals, would have made it im- 

sible for him to survive in a struggle such as was pos- 
ulated in the idee of evolution through natural selection. 
Darwin turns the argument around and conceives of man's 
biological weakness as probably his greatest asset, because 
it necessitated a highly co-operative relationship among 
individuals and thus led to the formation of human society 
—the main source of man's adaptive success. 

‘Turning to man’s “mental powers,” under which Dar- 
win discussed the aesthetic and the emotional as well as 
the intellectual, Darwin argues by detailed comparison 
that the differences in these areas between man and the 
lower animals are of degree and not of kind. “There is a 
much wider interval,” says Darwin, “ in mental power be- 
tween one of the lowest fishes, as a lamprey or lancelet, 
‘and one of the higher apes, than between an ape and mat 

filled up by numberless gradations.” 

i usually attributed 

only to man, such as reason, imagination, curiosity, ab- 

struction, emotion, imitation, and speech. However, the 

main difference between man and the other higher animals 

in these respects is that man makes his mental associations 
faster. 

‘Darwin also believed that the higher animals share with 
‘man a sense and appreciation of the “beautiful.” He 
thought, however, that the sense of the beautiful in animals 
was confined to the attractions of the opposite sex. ‘The 
elaborate display of colors, especially in birds, for the bene- 
fit of the opposite sex was a common example: 















If “religion” includes the belief in spiritual agencies, 
then, Darwin insisted animale share this attribute with 
man: He gives examples of animals having been disturbed 
by the occurrence of some event where the familiar agent 
was absent—for example, the movement of a parasol Py a 
reece attributes the animals’ disturbance to the be- 
Hief that some strange, unseen living agent ia the cause of 
the event. A belief that natural objects are animated by 
living, unseen agents was held by Darwin to be universal 
among the less civilized race, and he believed that a nat- 
ural extension of this belief resulted în the “creation” of 
one or more gods whose attributes mirrored the ideas, 
values, and attitudes of the societies. The complex elements 
of religious devotion, such as love, submission to an exalted 
Power, a sense of dependence, fear, reverence, gratitude, 
And Bope, have their origin in man's experience in his 
Physical and social environment. And again Darwin points 
to man's relationship with the lower animals by finding the 
same elements of devotion in the relationship, say, of a dog 
o ita master. 

Darwin passes to the “moral sense” in man whi 
though not absent in the lower animals, serves as the highest 

istinction between man and the lower animals. The moral 
sense arises from the “social instincts,” which are common 
to many animals and are probably an extension of the pa- 
ТОШ and fal afeetions which are necaary for sural 
in those animals having a long period of dependency. The 
social “instincts may be observed oper i 
animal species where sentinels are posted to warn the com- 
munity of danger, and the individuals act in concert to 
defend the community or to attack their enemics or thei 
































Prey, 
Darvin believed that as soon as any animal endowed with 
the socinl instincts arrived at the intelleotual Jevel of man, 
it could not help but achieve a moral sense, or “conscience.” 
Be ade € clear tha the moral sense would take frm 
stated by the problems of adaptation presented by the 
environment and would not necessarily releet man’s moral 
tent: “Tf to take an extreme casey men were reared under 
Precisely the same conditions as hive-bces there can hardly 
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be a doubt that our unmarried females would, like the 
worker bees, think it a social duty to kill their female 
daughters; and no one would think of interfering.” A feel- 
ing of right and wrong, while not agreeing with ours, would 
cult and operate in clreumstancet related to the welfare 
of the community. 

‘Among primitive peoples in general the social virtues 
would be essential to the survival of the group. Only those 
peoples who had, by natural selection, developed speci 
stints for aiding their fellow men would survive în a hos- 
tile environment While admitting that man’s protection 
of the weak and helpless tends to propagate their defective 
traits, to the injury of the race of man as a whole, Darwin 
held that man cannot check his sympathy for them ©... 
even at the urging of hard reason, without deterioration 
in the noblest part of his nature,” and that “. „ „ if we were 
intentionally to neglect the weak and helpless, it could only 
be for a contingent benefit, with an overwhelming present 

‘According to Darwin, the social virtues first developed 
‘among the savages only as they obviously (for the savage) 
iced tn males of in ti, Tw, on of he et 
‘causes of the “low morality” of savages-—their “intemper- 
anoe,” “licentiousness,” ned unnatural crimes” th 

ing virtues” affect the 
welfare of the tribe. The beneficial eeta of these virtues 
are too far removed to be recognized by a shortsighted 
mentality. Darwin believed, however, that “ . . as soon 
as marriage, whether polygamous, or monogamous, be- 
comes common, jealousy will lead to the inculcation of fe- 
male virtue; and this, being honoured, will tend to spread 
to the unmarried females”—and, slowly, to the males. 
“With increased experience and reason, man perceives the 
more remote consequences of his actions, and the self-re- 









































It ls worth noting that In promoting the “Jungle philosophy” ot 
progres, e sociai philosopher of the propertied, industrial case in the 
iate nineteenth century and eariy twentieth, found thelr Justiteation Ia 

rin’ acount ofthe tees of the predatory ner than of the sal 
sisi, Darin nt bled tht Se Gee Rei st he ode 
fot the higher ena 








garding virtues, such as temperance, chastity, etes, which 
during early times are... utterly disregarded, come to be 
highly esteemed or even held secred. .. . Ultimately our 
oral sense or conscience becomes a highly complex senti- 
iginating în the social instincts... largely guided 

by reason, self- 








Darwin believed that as soon as man had reached an in- 
telletual and social level which gave him the means to im- 
prove his postion in the environment—through the use 
of tools, weapons, clothing, shelter, fire, and so on—natural 
selection would cease to operate in the modification of 
bodily structure. “Many” he says, “is enabled through 
his mental faculties ‘to keep with an unchanged body in 
harmony with the changing universe.” But natural se- 
lection continues to operate on man’s intellectual, moral, 
and social behavior. Tt is no longer the excellence of bodily 
structure but the excellence of the intellect and social co- 
operation which has the survival value, The evidences of 
Extinct or forgotten tribes of men are found over a great 
part of the earth and throughout al of history. Their fail- 
‘ure must have been due to their intellectual and social in- 
Harel angus ta а эви, tive, and 

win argues that a selfish, unco-operative, and con- 
tentious people will lack the means for the united eff 
whieh is necessary for continued social existence and will 
disappear or become replaced by more co-operative peo- 
ples, But if this be granted, it can still be asked how, in 
the beginning, enough individuals in whom the predomi 
nant traits were benevolence, courage, selflessness, and al- 
truism survived in a tribe. These ae the very 
whom one would expect to perish fest in an i 
struggle for survival, and to leave no descendants to ре 
petunte their characters. Darwin has two answers to this 
objection: 

In the first place, as reason and foresight developed in 
тиз he wold oe ty sein tata foe ak 
ould be returned in kind, with an advantage to both 
“From this low motive he might acquire the habit of aiding 
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his fellows; and the habit of performing benevolent actions 
certainly strengthens the feeling of sympathy which gives 
the first impulse to benevolent actions.” Darwin believed 
‘that such habits would probably tend to be inherited. A 
second and more important answer to the objection is man’s, 
susceptibility to the praise and blame of his peers. The 
instinct of sympathy, probably acquired by natural se- 
lection, is the basis for man’s bestowal of praise and blame 
on his fellow men. Darwin is not very clear as to the factors 
responsible for the “selection” of the sympathetic instinct 
but is inclined to attribute it to the gradual realization 
that kindness to others is returned in the form of aid and 
cooperation, leading to a better adaptation for all. The 
concern for social approbation probably emerged at a re- 
mote period in primeval man, since it can be seen operating 
in the lower animals and in the “rudest savages” today. 
On а narrow interpretation of natural selection, where 
the only issue is whether or not an individual survives and 
begets offspring which inherit his character, Darwin's ex- 
planation of the rise of sympathetic and co-operative in- 
dividuals seems merely to assume what was to be explained. 
But Darwin held a more complex and subtle view on the 
workings of natural selection than is usually attributed to 
him. His concluding remark on the perpetuation of the 
social virtues, although not very helpful, at least indicates 
‘a readiness on his part to consider supplementary ideas 
“A man who was not impelled by any deep, instinctive feel- 
ing, to sacrifice his life for the good of others, yet was 
roused to such actions by а sense of glory, would by his 
example excite the same wish for glory in other men, and 
strengthen by exercise the noble feeling of admira- 
tion. He might thus do more good to his tribe than by be- 
getting offspring with a tendency to inherit his own high 
ch ” OF course, one can still ask how the “sense of 









































‘The foregoing ideas concerned the advancement of man 
from a semi-human state to that of the contemporary sav- 
age. Darwin thought the action of natural selection in 
the development of civilized societies to be a very compli 
cated, and to a large extent, an unfathomable process, He 


insisted that progress in human society is not an invari- 
able rule: Some societies arise, achieve a highly civilized 
stage, and spread out successfully over a larger and larger 
Aren; other societies remain fixed at a rude state of de- 
velopment; whereas others undergo a deterioration from 
‘relatively advanced stage and, in many cases, perish al- 
together. Natural selection, in societal development as 
much as in plant and animal development, acts only ten- 
tatively. Many concurrent favorable conditions are neces- 
sary for any advance in adaptation, and these conditions 
are always related to the given environment and the fortui 
tous changes that occur. In general, progress in human 
societies will depend upon “. . . an increase in the actual 
number of the population, in the number of men endowed 
With high intellectual and moral faculties, as well as on 
their standard of excellence.” The “self-regarding virtues” 
are highly important and necessary acquisitions in the 
movement toward a civilized state because they involve an 
awareness of the remote consequences of man’s actions. As 
noted above, these virtues are inculeated largely through 
the marriage institution, which promotes jealousy and 
places a premium on such virtues as chastity, Darwin did 
not identify the “remote consequences” of the self-regulat- 
ing virtues—probably because he assumed them to be ob- 
vious to his readers—except to say that they promoted a 
high degree of self-command, 

By far, the greater part of The Descent of Man is de- 
voted to an account of the development of the secondary 
sexual characteristics and other external traits not directly. 
related to individual survival. The problem was to account 
for the existence in animals of such characteristics as 
bright colors, loud and beautiful voices, the cockscomb, 
‘and the horns of the stag beetle; such traits, that is, which 
are useless or even a handicap in the struggle for existence 
and cannot, therefore, have evolved under the action of 
natural selection. A supplementary theory, “sexual selee- 
tion,” was introduced by Darwin to account for these phe- 

According to the theory of sexual selection, there exists 
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among most animals a strong competition among the males 
for possession of the available females. In these circum- 
stances the female has the power of choice and selects those 
rales who are best equipped to meet her material, aes- 
thetic, and sexual requirements. A great variety of traits are 
selected in this way, such as hunting prowess, bright color- 
ation, pleasing voices, arrangement of hair, dancing ability, 
and special virility. Another order of traits is associated 
with the ability of the male to win and defend the female 
in battle with other males; and yet another with the ability 
to pursue and secure the female, 

‘The perpetuation and exaggeration of the characteris- 
ties favored by sexual selection does not depend on the 
extinction of the losers in the competition for the females, 
but rather on the fact that only the winners would engage 
in sexual activity and propagate their kind. Sexual selec 
tion, then, “depends on the advantage which certain in 
viduals have over others of the same sex and species solely 
in respect of reproduction.” ‘That the male is usually the 
aggressor in sexual activity is attributed by Darwin to the 
fact that the male has “stronger passions” than the coy, 
relatively passive female, 

‘Darwin takes ten chapters to trace the evolution of the 
secondary sex characteristics through the animal kingdom, 
from the mollusk to the moose, and finally comes to man- 
He observes that, in general, men delight in competition 
and are more ambitious and selfish than women, whose ma- 
ternal instincts have made them more tender, sympathetic, 
and passive. The possession of desirable women has always 
been a potent cause of strife between men, and men would 
have therefore come under the action of sexual selection, 
at least in the early stages of human evolution. Sexual s 
lection would have ceased to operate when, by the loss of 
instinctive behavior and a gain in foresight in intelligence, 
men introduced, for economie advantage, such institutions 
з female infanticide, infant betrothals, and the subjuga- 
tion of women. ‘These practices would, of course, interfere 
with the workings of sexual selection, which must have a 
“free market” in which to operate. Although he is very 


























‘cautious about it, Darwin believes sexual selection to have 
‘been the most efficient cause of the racial differences in 
‘man and, to some extent, the cause of certain differences 
between man and the lower a à 
Although the sexual selection theory of Darwin's has 
been almost completely rejected—especially since the ad- 
vances in knowledge about heredity and the endocrine 
glands and their connection with the secondary sex char- 
Acters—there are ideas and observations connected with it 
‘an independent interest, There is, for example, 
psa on the iportane of the marrage inet, 
ether 1 


mous or polygamous, as а те 
‘promoting the social virtues which are necessary for social 
Co-operation Then there was Darwin's i 




















tence on the 
‘adaptive value of female infanticide for primitive peoples, 
This practice was overlooked or minimized by most of Dar. 
in's contemporaries. His emphasis on the parent-child 
relationship as source of the social affections was another 

important observation. 
arvin did not make of these observations what the 
social scientist of today might want to make of them, but 
iE thay are of any value, Darwin was justi” in saying 
that “ ; , false views if supported by some evidence, do 
little harm, for every one takes a salutary pleasure in prov- 
{ng their falseness; and when this is done, the path towards 
‘often at the same 

















time opened.” 

‘Man, then, has suffered from the same physical evils as 
the lower animals and has been subjected to natural and 
sexual selection, at first in his bodi 














be acknowledged, Darwin concludes, 
all his noble qualities, with sympathy which feels for the 
most debased, with benevolence which extends not only to 
other men but to the humblest living creature, with his 

tellect which penetrated into the movements and 
constitution of the solar system—with all these exalted 


Jealouy, a trait tering for today's parents to nd in thelr 
len wes for Darwin the bul for marrage aad therefore plat 
inthe contraction о society. 














Charles Dorwin as 
powers—man still bears in his bodily frame the indelible 
Stamp of his lowly origin.” 

‘Darwin's position in the history of anthropology 
dispute, For the most par, his importance to the develop- 
ment of anthropology is either minimized or ignored by 
profesional anthropologists. Of the historians of anthro- 
Pig, oaly Pennington and Haddon, both countrymen 
of Darwin, rank him among the great contributors to 
anthropology. 

‘Although itis generally agreed that evolutionary theory 
is at the foundation of modern anthropology, it is pointed 
cout that the idea of evolution and progress had a history 
Independent of Darwin and biology. In cultural history 
Turgot and Condorcet in the eighteenth century recon- 
structed human history according to theories which em- 
phasized man's progress through successively higher stages 
of development. Early in the next century (1880) Comte 
extended the idea of progress as a key to the understanding 
of cultural history. In archaeology the stone, bronze, and 
iron age sequence in civilization was established by various 
workers from 1800 to 1850, The antiquity of man had been 
suggested by Boucher de Perthes as early as 1836: his 
views had become generally accepted by the time 
publiaton of the Origin of Species, Ta 

yell, Darwin's teacher and friend, had established the 
theory of geological evolution. His work had made a great 
impression on Darwin during the Beagle voyage. 

fn anthropology proper the first anthropologieal 

ie 1840. By 1860 anthropology was consid- 
ie discipline, although the nature of its 
subject matter, its methods, and its goals were in doubt. 
There was only a general understanding that anthropology 
had to do with the study of primitive peoples. In 1843 J. 
C. Prichard (1786-1848) published The Natural History 
of Mam in which he described many primitive races, both 
as to physical and cultural traits. Gustav Klemm (1802- 
1867) collected a great amount of data on primitive peo- 
ples and made a good try at a definition of culture in 
1854. He also proposed an evolutionary theory of human 
history, which outlined three progressive stages of cultural 













































“development: savagery, tameness, and freedom. Theodor 
Waite’ (1621-1804) introduced a critical note, urging 
caution and a selentife appronch to the literary sources 
of anthropology. He was interested especially in primitive 
mentality, 

The early classical works in anthropology were written 
after the publication ol the Origin of Species. Henry 
Maine, the founder of the study of comparative law, pub- 
lished his works in 1861, 1871, nd 1888. 4-0. 
Bachofen's pioneer work on matrilineal descent, Р, 
Mutterrecht, was written in 1861, J. P, MeLennan's Primi- 
tive Marriage waa published in 1865. E. B. Tylor's great 
work, Primitive Culture, appeared in 1871, Lewis H. Mor- 
(gens classic works on tocal organization were published 
in lori and 1877, 




















inating cultural iden of the nineteenth century 
thropologieal theories, as well as the theories in almost 
every other Jt in its mold, And there can be no 
doubt that jt was Darwin's work which justified the accept- 
tance of evolution as a guiding and integrating concept. 

For the most part, nineteenth-eentury anthropology 
used the idea of evolution in two ways: to reconstruct and 

“stages” of human development, and to trace 

an history trough study of “urvivals"—the quaint, 
anachronistic traits and artifacts of contemporary people 
that are seve so тири оГ кшш, кой gral Ше 
In their enthusiasm for applying the idea of evolution to 
reconstruction, they overlooked the most applicable revela- 
tion in Darwin's work: the capacity of living things 
including man, to adapt to varying environmental condi 
tions. 

Anthropological investigation, guided by the concepts 
of faction and adaptation, was delayed for ma 

ly recently has anthropology shown signs of m 
most of Darwin's revolutionary eas, 




















HERBERT SPENCER 


‘THE BINDING PIN 


manent syxxonn was one of the tidiest men who ever 
ed. He could not tolerate an inefficient saltcellar 
ny more than he could abide a disorderly universe, His life 
was obsessed with the need to fit all of nature—the in- 
organic, the organic, and the “super-organic”. 
neat, perfectly sd system. His great intellect 
focused on the most insignificant details of daily li 
that it explored the phenomena of 
imulated the creations of artists, philoso- 
phers, and scientists through the centuries 
could write of him in Memories and Studies, that “Great- 
ness and smallness surely never lived so closely in one skin 
























toget 
‘In 1860, at the age of forty, Spencer published his First 
Principles, an outline of universal knowledge, which he 
planned to develop in the succeeding years with all the 
Felevant material on life, mind, and society. Tt was designed 
to reveal the orderly structure and workings of nature, 
from the evolution of galaxies to the evolution of the hu 
man emotions. By this act Spencer made himself a hostage 
of the future, and history has inevitably sacrificed him. 
э 





Herbert Spencer was born at Derby, England, in 1820, 
Не was the eldest and only surviving child of nine born to 
William George and Harriet Spencer. His brothers and 
sters each died within a few days of birth, with the ex- 
ception of one sister who lived for only two years, 

‘Spencer's father became a teacher at ‘seventeen and 
taught ar long as he could afford to, The elder Spencer 
antedated the now popular conviction that teachers should 
not hold any opinions—least of all radical ones; he was 
‘determined nonconformist in his social, political, and re- 
ligious views, A product of the Age of Reason, with 
insistence on the dignity of man and man’s ability to under- 
stand and conform to the universal Jaws of nature, he was 
impatient to get about reforming the world. He carried 
this passion for reform into all of his relationships. He re- 
fered for example to take off his hat to anyone, no matter 
what his rank, and addressed everyone, whether statesman 
or bishop, as “Mister,” Improvement through self-help was 
Hs creed and be demanded this in an exacting manner of 
all with whom he came in contact: 

Spencer's mother, on the contrary, was a quiet, gentle 
woman who patiently conformed to the demands that were 
ade of her. She was quietly orthodox in her rel 
beliefs and showed no interest in nature or in the scientific 
ideas that occupied her husband, and Inter, her son. A 
woman of very ordinary intelligence, she confined her 
reading to short storie and articles of popular informa- 
tion, In all these respects she was a great disappointment to 

|. He could not reconcile himself to her medioe- 
‘all of his life he was unkind to her. It was the one 
rawback that the son, Herbert, admitted of 
In his Autobiography’ he described the relation- 
ship of his parents as one of chronic alienation 
spencer admired his father greatly and came under his 
influence at an early age. The father encouraged him to 
take an interest in science, and Spencer applied himself 
фо natural history, chemistry, and physics to the almost 
complete exclusion of history and the classics. "This im- 
balance persisted throughout his life and was a chief cause 























































Herbert Spencer 
of both the success and downfall of his 
Philosophy.” As a child he was fascinated by all natural 

nomena and was forever seeking the natural causes 
Which he felt must lie behind every event. He had few con- 
tacts with other children and spent many of his hours d 
dreaming. His own recollection of this habit, described in 
his Autobiography, is interesting: “In early days the habit 
‘was such that on going to bed, it was a source of sat 
tion to me to think I should be able to lie for a length of 
time and dwell on the fancies which at the time occupied 
me; and frequently next morning, on awakening, I was 
vexed with myself because T had gone to sleep before I 
hhad revelled in my imaginations ax much as I had intended, 
Often these dreams, becoming literally daydreams, quite 
filled my consciousness when walking. Even in the streets 
my state of abstraction was such that T occasionally talked 
aloud as I went along: a fact which I was from time to time 
made aware by people who turned to look at me.” This 
inordinate tendency to daydream persisted in one form or 
‘another throughout Spencer's life. 

"Thus there was manifest in Spencer's boyhood that com- 
bination of traits which was to shape his life and work— 
a keen sense of observation, a speculative mind searching 
out natural causes, and a synthesizing imagination. 

Spencer's frat employment, at seventeen, was with the 



























ring 
superiors, insured his success as an engineer. He quit, 
however, in 1841 and for the next few years did some 
Political writing, served as a subeditor for a radical paper, 
‘and produced a miscellany of mechanical inventions, in- 
cluding a sort of fying machine, The only invention which 
made any money for him at this time was a binding-pin 
which served to bind loose sheets of paper. ‘This invention 
was symbolic of Spencer’s future work, which can be pie- 
tured as one great binding-pin designed to tie together all 
the loose ends of nature, once and for all. 

Spencer had refused the offer of an uncle to send him 











to Cambridge for a university career, and experienced the 
disadvantages—and advantages—of a lack of academic 
direction and discipline. He would put aside the classics 
ny, literature, and philosophy as soon as he dis- 

ith the authors, a disagreement which usually oc- 











agree 
curred carly in his reading. His persistent interest was in 





the natural sciences, a predilection that was to be favored 
by the intellectual developments of the nineteenth century. 
In 1840 he purchased a copy of Lyell's Principles of 
Geology in which Lyell devoted a chapter to the refu- 
tation of Lamarck’s theory on the origin of species, 
Lamarek's theory, based on the inheritance of acquired 
characteristic, offered a naturalistic interpretation of the 
Creation of species which was at least plausible and which 
denied supernatural intervention. “Hence,” says Spencer, 
‘when my attention war drawn to the question whether 
organie forma have been specially created, or whether they 
have arisen by progressive modifications, physically caused 
and inherited, I adopted the last supposition ; inadequate as 
was the evidence, and great as were the diffeulties in the 
From this beginning Spencer became one of the lead- 

ing champions of the theory of cosmic evolution. 
Between 1848 and 1887 Spencer wrote numerous essays 
on society and government in which he stressed the adap- 
ies of the individual to the external conditions 





























he cannot 

tion of perfect ‘adjustment. ‘The external conditions to 
which any organism must adapt if it is to survive are the 
very causes of the modifieations which make the adjust- 
ment posible: “Progress Митот isnot an accident, 
mt a necessity." 

‘In 1862, seven years before Darwin's publication of the 
Origin of Species, Spencer published a paper entitled “De- 
velopment Hypothesis” which, ax he put it later, ч... 
struck the keynote of all that was to follow.” Tt was a bril- 
liant defense of the theory of organie evolution and came 
lose to identifying the struggle for existence a the key to 
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Herbert Spencer “ 
Although the general idea of evolution had impressed 
‘since 1840, it came into dramatic focus for him 
1857 as he was rereading his essays preparatory to pub- 
lishing them in a collected volume. Running through all of 
the essays was the assumption of evolution based on Baer's 
gical lav concerning the development of orgat 
Material from « homogencous to  heterogencous stat 
from a uniform structure, such as the initial em 
ying on all of the life functions, to the 
ism with its great variety of structure and 
function. Tt occurred to Spencer that here was a univers 
law applicable to all orders of phenomena: “Whether it 
be in the development of the Earth, in the development of 
Life upon its surface, in the development of Society, of 
Government, of Manufacturers, of Commerce, of Lan- 
guage, Literature, Science, Art, this same evolution of the 
simple into the complex, through successive differenti 
s holds throughout, From the earliest traceable cosmi- 
nges down to the latest results of civilization, 
find that the transformation of the homogeneous 
th progress essentially 
Iaw Spencer did his greatest castle build- 






































exists,” With ti 





ing to account for the assumed principle of 
хпећу he was Ted to the then familiar соп- 
cept of the Conservation of Force, which stated that the 
Yarious kinds of force exhibited in nature are but mani 
festations of one constant force which cannot be increased 
or decreased, the result being a constant redistribution of 
matter and motion, He quickly conceived of the “persist- 
ence of force,” as he called it, and the Jaws deducible from 
it as being applicable to all organizations of matter: 
“Clearly the astronomic, geologic, biologic, psychologic, 
and sociologie groups of phenomena, form a connected 
aggregate of phenomena: the successive parts having 
seen one out of another by insensible gradations, and 
admitting only of conventional separations, Clearly, too, 
they are unified by exhibiting in common the law of trans- 
formation and the causes of transformation. And clearly, 




















therefore, they should be arranged into a coherent body of 
doctrine, held together by the fundamental kinships.” 
“And clearly, Herbert Spencer was the man to do it, By 
һе time of his death in 1903, the enormous project known 
an “Synthetie Philosophy” was, exoept for the volumes 
on astronomy and geology, completed. Spencer had ex- 
ЫА дс тёшек when тош Тоону сите бн, лї 
because they did not fit stem, but because he was 
id that i health might cause him to postpone develop- 
ing the more important interpretation of organie phe- 
‘Parts of the work were published from time to tir 
units were completed, The “Synthetic Philosophy” 
eluded, along with First Principles, volume on biology, 
psychology, sociology, and morality, When the final vol- 
ume was completed in 1896 Spencer was internation 
famous and was one of the great influences of the nine- 
teenth century. His synthesis of the phenomena of nature 
into one harmonious order, expressed in language under- 
stood by the layman, captured the popular imagination 
and elevated Spencer, in some eyes, to an almost super- 
natural status, The Christian Spectator in England 
теней ое “Ea Boos view he ч диз 
rom the Mount, thin positive philosophy comes with a 
yel over its faco, that ius too divine radiance may be hidden 
for a time, This 
God, and brings in her hand Hi 
Spe lds of history, science, and philoso~ 
phy were not ao easily impressed, however, and although he 
won the support of many influential men, such as Charles 
win nd Thomas Huxley, there was still eritical oppo- 
sition from many responsible quarters. In general, the 
opposition struck at Severs “deductive? method. Sp 
cer inferred many subtle laws from vague first pri 
plet, such as the persistence of force, and then proceeded to 
illustrate his system of Jaws with material aptly selected 
from the literature in the various fields. Never having been 
more than an accomplished amateur in the sciences, and 
having little knowledge of history, he was regarded with 
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suspicion in many places, Even Darwin, who once ex- 
pressed the thought that Spencer might be equal to any 
English philosopher that had ever lived, reflected Inter 
‘that, although Spencer impressed h 'his “inexhaus 
ble wealth of suggestion,” he never 

his sympathetic but im) 

summed up Spencer's chief deficiency in characteri 
fashion by stating that “Spencer’s definition of a tragedy 
was the spectacle of a deduction killed Бу а ае?" 

‘The first volume of Principles of Sociology wns pub- 
lished in 1874 and dealt with the “Data of Sociology,” 
Phe Inductions of Sociology,” and “The Domestic Rela- 
tions,” in that order, ‘This ordering of the material sug- 
gests an adherence to the Baconian ideal of science, where 
Empirical generalizations arise out of a careful collection 
And tabulation of all the relevant data. Spencer gives the 
impression that he was following just this method; it is, 
in fact, the order in which he presented all of the works of 
the “Synthetic Philosophy”: dat inductive generalizar 
tions, and deductive elaboration. Tt might be asked, егес 
fore, why itis that Spencer's grentest weakness is generally 
mehant for what is I led 
where the general 
usually from so-called self-evident principles. A simple 
example suggests the answer: A principal generalization 
inthe “Inductions of Sociology” is the conception of society 
‘san organism, The genesis of this concept is not found 
in any data, but in the Social Statics, published in 1850, 
twenty-four’ years earlier. The idea in further refined in 
the essay “The Social Organism,” published in 1860, and 
then appears as an inductive generalization inthe Principles 
of Sociology in 1874. The deliberate collation of data for 
the Sociology was not begun until 1867, when Spencer 
assigned an assistant, David Duncan, to the collection and 

terial from the literature on “uncivilized 
race” and ыша civilization. 

A discussion of scientific methodology is out of place here; 
safc it to say that both induction and deduction have a 


* Quoted In Wiliam James, Ме 
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role in the establishing of valid scientific generalizations, and 
that they are complementary rather than antithetical. 
purpose of citing the above example of Spencer’s method i 
To distinguish what Spencer says he is doing from what he 
actunlly does—and to focus attention on the latter. To 
simply carp nt Spencer for not going into his inves 
tions with an open mind serves no purpose and can be mis- 
lending as to the nature of scientie inquiry: Contrary to 
the views expressed in many science textbooks, it is not an 
open but a biased mind which is essential in scientific dis- 
covery. But Spencer was so sure of his analogies nnd gen- 
that thir verifoation was to him merely & 
consuming routine. He prepare 
gation designed to support his gener 
‘assistants to the anthropological and classical literatures 
to select th ete deta, \ 
it that Spencer's evolutionism 
in to be explained and likened 
is method to the activity of a child when he pastes a 
picture on « card, cuts the card into many pieces, and fits 
them together again with a conviction of having produced 
something? 
‘There was, however, a positive side to the picture which 
Spencer's critics tended to overlook, Tt consisted in Spen- 
cers having directed attention to the ancient, but vague | 
and neglected, notion that the institutions of a society and 
the human units in that society evolve along lines which 
are dictated by the problems of survival. Spencer made 
adaptation the central theme in his work, Beginning as 
carly as 1849, in the estay “The Proper Sphere of Govern- 
2” he urged people to drop their “educational blink- 
ers” and “. тесортїге things lying off the beaten track, 
tnd to see their relative importance... То have before 


Herbart Spencer, quotes Bergson: “He (Spencer) 
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in manageable form, evidence proving the correlations 
which everywhere exist between great militant activity and 
the degradation of women, between a despotie form of gov- 
ernment and elaborate ceremonial in social intercourse, 
between relatively peaceful social activities and the relax- 
stion of coercive institutions, promises furtherance of 
human welfare in a much greater degree than does learn- 
ing whether the story of Alfred and the cakes is a fact or a 
myth, whether Queen Elizabeth intrigued with Essex or 
not, where Prince Charles hid himself, and what were the 
deal of thin battle or the other siege pieeey of tril 
ip which cannot in the least affect men’s concept 
Ef the ways in which social phenomena har 
‘id them in shaping their public conduc 
the correlations which Spencer “proved” ean be questioned, 
but his advice on where to look for sociological correlations 
in as pertinent today as it has ever been: 

Before examining the specific correlations and genera 
zations which are set forth in Spencer's Principles of 
‘Sociology, it in necessary to summarize briefly the laws of 
‘evolution which he deduced from the “persistence of force” 
and the constant redistribution of matter and motion in 
nature, 

For Spencer, evolution proceeds through three main 
stages: (1) ‘The simplest form is the gradual concentra 
tion of scattered, moving elements into a coherent aggre- 

itant loss of motion in the elements; 

form arises within the coherent ag- 
‘gregate when minor concentrations of matter take place 
within it. These changes slowly transform the homogeneous 
Чо a heterogeneous one, with divisions and sub- 
divisions down to the most minute: (8) The highest form 
of evolution is established when the forces of the differ- 
entiated parts balance the forces to which the entire адс 
gregate is exposed, This “equilibration” can never become 
static because the forces upon the aggregate are constantly 
changing, thus giving rise to a countertendency toward 
dissolution. The result must be a moving equilibrium in 


















































hich there is a constant internal adjustment to the chang- 
ing forces, These laws operate in the evolution of every 
conceivable organization of foree and matter: in stellar 
plant and animal organisms, and in human s0- 
he Principle of Sociology takes up these three 
the evolution of human societies. 

“Recording to Spencer, human society includes 
thove processes and products which imply е еро 
Actions of many individuals—co-ordinated actions which 
Achieve resulta exceeding in extent and complexity those 
achievable by individual actions.” The important point to 
De noted here is that the products of co-ordinated 
those of individual action, and therefore constitute 
* distinct order of phenomena: the “fsuper-orga 
Institution of « society—its language, industrial tech- 
niques, religion, and government—are beyo 
of any single individual to create, They он 

re efforts of the individuals to adapt to the ex- 
ionalized, they constitute 
another set of conditions which pose additional problems 
of adaptation and initiates further change. And so it goes 
{nan endlen spiral, where the social institutions are now 
the products and now the springe of evolution. 
irst step in social evolution occurred when men were 
brought together by the exigencies of the 
ment. A lone man could not sur 
а 
elements in the struggle for survival. His biological w 
ess demanded that he unite with other men for protection, 
hefte, and the quest for food. 

‘At this early stage primitive man was impulsive and not 
co-operative beyond the minimum necessary for surv 
But the necewary company of other men awakened in him 
the desire for signa of approval from 
deste for approbation ive natural tr 
Served even in animals who according to Spence, 
Shem grated by applause afler achievement 

is early expression of egoism the way was prepared for 
man’s eventual submission to tribal opinion and Ehe social 
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regulation of conduct. A “eounel of emotions” emerged 
from the subordination ot individual passions and made 
social co-operation pote 
‘Spencer illustrates the evolution of the social emotions by 
ing the emotional development oft child “That the 
ized man is impulsive is improvident, in în § 
fancy without the love of applause but shows this eariy 
childhood, and only afterwards begins to exhibit a sense of 
Sortie ate facts which verify the above inferences respect- 
dng the emotional nature of the Primitive man.” Anyone 
sas бирчик шга wil adit he pertinence 
Of Spencer's paral and can supply trai 
Tene nosini development is imponible, aa in the cwe of ù 
Mantras of the Melay peninsula, where “intolerance of 
ıt is joined with want of sociability,” When the 
dispute thay separate, s. came of di 
ion ia not checked By a cause of aggregation” Th 
ih good example of how neatly Spencer fits the 
to his Srolutionary scheme: the concentra of ele 
ments into an aggregate means progress their dispersion 
бліц» бно 








































inherent egoism is his altruistic instinct, 
1s Jove and protection of 
the helpless, is best exemplified in the parental instinct. 
According to Spencer, it has to be a universal phenomenon 
in the weaker animals, including man, “. . . since deficient 
endowment of it must ever be followed by disappearance of 
the species or variety.” From the reconciliation of the 
‘and alt 








Šividual to the interest of a common struggle for survival, 
Те новије ренот паров for iia 
submission and co-operation in a given society appear in 
many forme; for example, admiration or fea of natural 
fr supernatural power; dread of penalties, present or 
future; and the love of social relationships. x 
Turning to the primitive intellect, Spencer finds two pre- 
dominant qualities, the inability to generalize and a strong 
tendency to imitate, After citing numerous examples to 

















‘support this conclusion, Spencer makes the following ob- 
tern cet of gn ore a 
implying the common experience that men of original 
Powers are men prone to actin ways unlike the ordinary 
TO de whut the world does, to ge beavior by 

Ханов, то аена Пот the usages of the world, io to 
decline aitation. And the noticeable fact that a smaller 
‘mitate goes along with a greater tendency to 














Spencer takes up next his theory of animism: the belief 
in spiritual agents, According to Spencer the primitive 
‘motions and the primitive intellect combine in the produc- 
tion of basic primitive ideas. Dominating the system of 
primitive ideas are the religious beliefs which are derived 
from ancestor-worship. Primitive man is keenly aware of 
the changes that go on around him, Things come into being 
and pass away. The sun vises, sets, and rises again; clouds 
form disperse, and re-form; the moon grows big, wanes, 
and become full again comely, meteors, rainbows and ligh 
‘appear and disappear, Ail of these changes suggest to 
primitive man a basic duality in nature—a visible and in- 
Visible existence of things. Sooner or later it occurs to man 
that he has two selves, one visible and one invisible. Experi- 
ences of dreams, swoons, and apoplexy suggest or reinforce 
this idea. In these unconscious states the individual goes 
some place and does things, But on regaining consciousness 





































tation from Principios of how ош 
Alto hi te 


iy Spencer 
Spee sane of th at were ne 
eed erry eds feof ey nd wy nr for 














Chale тг тегу tnd tin that hee great 
the aeta races oreo the Neth that te pent men 
erie rad of thy soins thre ile evidence Gat 
усет, икта? артам ой юс. Ia temptation te 
Seve at Spencer арзї alienation Iraca society and Tia studied 
ignorance о Моту тето ра аа аеро воа аан сее 
tamination and tle las ot perspective nthe ерд жен with I 
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he is assured by witnesses that Му body has not moved; then 
койгу шнш: ке тшй have hed these experience: The 

ruption of death an temporary eberce fro tn body 
matured extension of bis duality, Spencer pointa out 
thut the care and protection of the body after death js to a 
Practical cad for when the ndidua somes hs exitence 
the body he should be pot to a lite trouble wo posible 
ting it running pao, ‘Ths concern of primitive 
peoples fer the bods of the dead і тарона for exe 
Eple, tor the complicated embalming proce to prevent 
Polrelaotisn. A mmlilewd body or no body af all vould be 
Ept to discourage any amntitiona of reanimation on ancestral 
Bt night have 

‘Spmoer oites « large number of practices which are re- 
мей е би райт аЛа а та табов П вона. 
ton of mounds to protest the body (tha pyraznida being ап 
extreme development); the provision of food, weapons 
Clothing and, insome cease slaves, ana wives tac 
‘company tho dead man in his burial plaoe; the removal of 
uncomfortable pressures and impediments to breathing; 
An sometimes tha iucluslon of Are for warmi and вооа 

А society ercires anid dividual resurrection isin 
мыш ра бела оГ the ооой иш ке 
Jess рее and realistic, until finally its existence may 
е бойу ethereal and undefined, The goneept of sou has 
evolved. Por if the dead do not come beck Yo this word, 
iy mune олам enter Poel ab sou! and te other 
world make religion possible. 

Pin tha primitive miad thera emerges, sccording to Span- 
cer, a corollary to this orld of ansentral spirita. The spirita 
are the invisible agenta of change in the environment. As 
the spirits of the dead accumulate, they form a community 
of invisible bat active agenta wich extends everywhere 
Ж шан ший аз банга үти рота бл! бы 
more sophisticated, he looks for “causes.” ‘The active and 
omnipresent anoesteal apieits are a ора ое Геи 
три а бен лош Жаш а ына боша 
of change arose a belief in spirits; and finally, as society 
акен epics wre ented co tbe canais of change. 





















































‘The offspring has become the parent ofits own progenitor. 
‘Primitive man, thea, has a vested interest in the deified 
dead, His behavior is influenced by the prevailing ideas con- 
cerning the deities, and religion becomes a means of social 
leverage. Religion joins tribal government as the basis for 
social cohesion, with fear, in the broadest sense, underlying 
both. As Spencer sums it up in the Principles of Sociology: 
“Wie he era the icing becomes the zoot of the politi- 
elmer fh бойо tha root of e re 
ligious contro.” 
‘The ghost-agents must be reckoned with. They hold the 
oreo gee or fx men. They cn bring beth of 
‘wealth or poverty, rain or drought, pleasure or 
pain. Having a human character, they have human needs 
td vies hence, hey can be influenced by propitiation, 
prayer, latery, and offerings of food and human com. 
anions. This i the beginning of worship with its ritual 
and ceremony; the spirits have become deified. Worship 
requires medicine men and priests, who are the specialists 
in the art of ritual. They may even assume supernatural 
Properties themselves, as witnessed in the practice of exor- 
cimmi and sorcery, andthe performance of miracles, 
A society, for Spencer, is like an organism. It grows; 
it becomes differentiated both in structure and function, 
an increasing mutual dependence of the parts; and 
as a unit, it is quite unlike its separate parts. The only 
nificant difference between an organism and a socicty iı 
in the former the seat of consciousness is located in a small 
part of the aggregate and in the latter itis diffused almost 
equally throughout the individual units. The evolution of 
the homogeneous ovum into the heterogeneous individual ia 
‘process of multiplication in size and complexity. So it is 
vith social evolution. In order to grow, a society must de- 
velop more efficient ways of utilizing the environment for 
the support of the increasing number of individuals. This 
task can only be accomplished by division of labor accord- 
ing to specialized talents, both natural and learned; the 
best shoemaker makes all the shoes, the fastest runner 
carries all the messages, and so on. Increased specialization 
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make the functioning of one part essential to the existence 
of all the parts, as the heart i to all the other organs of the 
body. Growth, complexity, and interdependence add up to 
greater eficieney and adaptive power inthe organism and 
Society, and therefore provide the factors necessary to evo 
lation. 

"The second important generalization that Spencer pro- 
jected isthe clnifcation of nociten into two great di 
tions: the predominantly militant and the predominantly 
industrial. The militant society is founded on compulsory 
co-operation, with s 
‘The industrial society 
tion, where contract 
її dividual organi 

letely regulated by a 
Fiduals ina militant society are completely subject to a 
central governmental power. The industrial society, on the 
other hand, is decentralized and is sustained by the free 
transactions between individuals which occur in the market 
place, These two classes of society emerge because of the 
Adaptive value of each in dealing with the peoples within 
them, accordingly as those peoples are predominantly war- 
like or peaceful! 

‘Spencer's comparative analysis of primitive man in his 
environment convinced him that there is a general order 
of societal development, of “co-existence and sequence,” in 
all of human society. “Therefore social. phenomena, like 
physical phenomena, *. .. form the subject-matter of 
Science reducible, in some measure at least, to the deductive 
form.” 

‘Armed with the law of evolution and the subordinate 
generalization of social movement from militarism to 
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анайып, Spencer makes his grent synthesis of social 
institutions, He derriben these institations under the head- 
inga of the domestic, ceremonial, political, ecclesiastical, 
нео, and idontriai and briaga them all into pere 
t harmony with his general lawe, For Spencer, the awe- 
tome complexity of man—his body, his genius, and hi 
инве М natural aad sociai environment was re- 
ile to simple, universal lawe. He, Spencer, had dane for 
mman what Newton had done for the Devens- brought 
order und harmony out of coe and darkness. When asked 
bout the remarkable absence o lines om hit forehead, Spen- 
Ser replied, “T suppone t ia because T am never puzzled.” 
In the ftare ans consequence of the “Synthetic Philoso- 
Phy ins on the Brow of man would be the vestigial re- 
Balas of a pre Spencerian age! 5 
“There as fundamental cick in Spence’ work which 
he makes no бош attempt to resolve: There i hia belief 
in the necennity of progress in the evolutionary process and, 
ш the other bani, tare i бы тылыш їн Focal condi 
{ns shape the adaptive patter which further evlation 
in any given setting. The Erst conviction has been far more 
В а б исо рар Decne ofthe dramatic 
actor Spence asf iy amd partiy because of iis 
отам а еер бе аза, Браз ено, happened 
tobe grinding. = 











Iationships. In Social Statice he argued that indivi 
should be allowed to make avoidable fatal mistakes, for then 
the stupid and inefficient would be gradually eliminated 
and the human species would be that much improved. If an 
individual is so ignorant as to entrust his health to a 
“quack” instead of qualified physician, and dies as a 
result, the species has been improved by his removal. The 
government, therefore, has a moral obligation nof to 

terfere by passing laws to protect the individual fr 
misrepresentation and malpractice in medicine. “Inconveni 
cence,” he states in Social Statics, “suffering and death are 
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the penalties attached by Nature to ignorance, as well as to 
incompetence—are also the means of remedying these, 
Partly by weeding out those of lowest development, and 
partly by subjecting those who remain to the never-ceasing 
discipline of experience, Nature secures the growth of a race 
‘who shall both understand the conditions of existence, and 
be able to act up to them. It is impossible in any degree to 
roped е by stepping in between ignorance 
and its consequences, without to a corresponding degree, 
suspending the progr, If to be ignorant were as safo м 
wise, no one would become wise. And all measures 
which tend to put ignorance upon a par with wisdom, in- 
evitably check the growth of wisdom.” If not interfered 
with, nature will soon claim the imperfectly organized— 
the consumptive, the crippled, the ignorant, and the blind 
and keep the species strong: “A sad population of 
beciles would our schemers fill the world with, could their 
plans last. A sorry kind of human constitution would they 
make for us—a constitution continually going wrong, and 
needing to be set right again—a constitution ever tending 
to self-destruction. Why the whole effort of Nature is to 
get rid of such—to clear the world of them and make room 
for better,” says Spencer. He is probably the most ener- 
getic opponent of socialism, creeping or running, in history. 
But Spencer also insisted that the immediate conditions 
of a given environment determine the course of evolution 
in that place. Unless there is some progressive universal 
evolution of conditions going on, including those of climate 
and terrain, for example, social evolution does not neces- 
sarily imply progress, In the Principles of Sociology, 
Spencer makes the point very clearly: “Evolution is com: 
monly conceived to Topy in everything an intrinsic tend- 
«су to become something higher; but this is an erroneous 
conception of it. In all cases it is deter 








































ages in Spencer, most eriti 
as an unqualified advocate of “progressive” evolution. They 
quote mainly from the Social Statics (1850) and disregard 
Subsequent writings, thus illustrating very well the fallacy 





of selection of which they correctly accuse Spencer. It is 
true that Spencer remained to the last a bitter champion of 
individual freedom and noninterference by government, 
but he shifted the ground for his belief considerably from 
the time of the Social Statics, Later, he dwelt more on the 
inefficiency of and oppression by bureaucracy than on the 
necessity of progress through evolution, 

Spencer made some attempt at reconciling organie evolu- 
tion and individual independence by maintaining that the 
entire range of evolution might be considered as approach- 
ing perfect equilibrium, but only in indefinite time. T) 
conception, however, he thought to transcend hum 
‘thought: “Phat which persists unchanging in quantity, but 
ever-changing in form, under these sensible appearances 
‘hich the universe presents to us, transcends human knowl- 
edge and conceptionis an unknown and unknowable 
power, which we are obliged to recognize as without limit 
in space and without beginning or end in time.” 

Professional anthropologists in this country do not 
credit Spencer with any significant contribution to their 
feld, In The History of Ethnological Theory Robert 
Towie does not even mention Spencer. The British soci 
anthropologists are somewhat more generous, Evans- 
Pritchard regards Spencer, along with Emile Durkheim, as 
having “directed the attention of social anthropologists 
towards functional analysis... .” An estimation of Spen- 
arl importance to anthropology willbe determined by 
one's conception of what anthropology is, or should be. 

Spencer was always concerned with discos 
social phenomena 
with merely collecting and classifying data on primitive 
peoples; he wanted to make some sense out of the evidence, 
to 













































institutions i the society in equilibrium. 
As an evoh adaptation as the central prob 
Jem in social analysis. He was willing to go “off the beaten 
track,” ut it, to discover what mattered to people 








in their daily lives, and what relationship that had to the 
development of social institutions. This has proved a fruit 
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ful method of inquiry for those anthropologists, such as 
Malinowski, who have used it, 

‘Above all, Spencer believed that human behavior, as ex- 
pressed in social structure and process, is susceptible of 
Kientife inquiry, and he wanted to reduce social phe: 





axiomntized science 
simplified the complexities of human life, and his conclu- 
Sions havo failed to stand the test of time, He erred on ti 








criterion for greatness is the longevity of a man’s work as 
a relevant body of doctrine, then Spencer does not belong 
with the great, Spencer was not a pioneer whose ideas had 
to be caught up with by society. He took the prevailing 
social conceptions—of social progress and the perfect- 
ability of man—and gave them a cosmie justification in a 
Synthesis of the scientific knowledge of the day. As those 
social conceptions changed and scientific knowledge in- 
creased, Spencer was bound to be left behind. His relevancy 
‘was for the present, not the future. 

‘But if another view be admitted, the view that an age is 
served hy the activities of a man who devotes his life to 
ing the people of that age an understandable synthe 
current knowledge and speculation by which their imagina- 
tions are set free, then Spencer must be ranked much higher 
‘than he has been, He was for his time, as William James 
tells us in Memories and Studies, the philosopher 
those who hind no other philosopher could appreciate. The 
thoughtful laymen of every age can use such a man, 
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aurenen 1s waxven a Tasmanian 

tasked to test it on a side of beef; 
game is interrupted for the benefit of a bystander who 
Wants the rules explained; gamblers, busy at their trade, 
are the uneasy objects of quiet, intensive scrutiny. In study- 
ing such cases of everyday work and play, Edward 
Burnett ‘Tylor, the founder of modern anthropology, had 
been at work patiently reconstructing the past from obser- 
vations of the present, 

‘As modern highways are often laid upon remains of 
ancient tracks of barbaric ronds, so, thought ‘Tylor, was 
modern thought and behavior following the courses of 
primitive existence. "To a univerity man, steepad in the 
traditions of academie learning, the commonplaces and 
trivia of daily life might seem a strange place to look for 
the origins and development of cultural history. To Tylor, 
who was denied a university career, it seemed natural to 
study the living for knowledge of the dend. 

Tylor was born at Camberwell, England, October 2, 
1882, the third son of Joseph Tylor and Harriet Skipper. 
"The father ran a prosperous brass foundry, which belonged 
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to the family. Both parents were Quakers, and Tylor was 
to make the most of his inheritance of freedom From re- 
ligious formality. This independence cost him a classical 
education, however, because he could not pass the tests of 
religious which were then required for admissi 

to the universities. He received, instead, a brief and 
formal education at a school maintained by the Society of 
Friends, 

‘He entered the family business at the age of sixteen and 
worked there for seven years. In 1856, nt the age of twenty- 
three, his health showed signs of breaking down, and he 
was advised to quit work and indulge his health by leisurely 
travel. 

“He spent almost a year traveling in the United States, 
and in the spring of 1856 was in Cuba, Here his Quaker 

iations provided the chance opportunity that so often 
gives direction to a man’s life. While on a Havans bus he 
Overheard a passenger use the pronoun “thou,” which at 
that time identified the speaker as a Quaker. Tylor ap- 
proached the stranger and introduced himself as’a fellow 
Quaker, The man happened to be Henry Christy, a pros 
perous businessman, who had become an archaeologist and 
ethnologist of considerable reputation. He was one of the 
frchacologists who later made the important confirmation 
of Boucher de Perthes’ discoveries concer 
the antiquity of man, ‘The two men took an immediate 
ng to ech іа алі Ср раа Три рар. 
company him on an archaeological expedition to Mexico, 
‘Tylor turned out to be one of Chrstys greatest find 
for anthropology. 

‘Under Christy's expert and mature guidance (he was 
twenty years Tylor’ senior), T'ylor’s curiosity and natural 
capacity for careful observation and balanced judgment 
vere tuned to good account in tbe reconstruction of the 
pre-history of Mexico. He was especially interested in the 
problem of th development of soctety, which аз деней 

уу the material remains of culture discovered by the two 
travelers, as well as by the antiquities of popular rites, 
customs, beliefs, and legends which were to be observed 



















































among the contemporary peoples of Mexico. He observed 
that many extant custome were similar or identical to the 
customs of ancient peoples. He noticed, for example, the 
practice of Mexican penitents scourging themselves at 
church under the fierce exhortations of a monk, and was 
reminded of the identical rite at the Egyptian festival of 
Tsis, This early interest in the survival of ancient customs in 
civilized societies was the starting point of one of Tylor's 
most important achievements in anthropology : the formula- 
tion of the “doctrine of survive 
Another problem that interested Tylor on the Mexican 
jon was that of the independent origin or diffusion 
a Te wet become 1 
in anthropology, with important implications 
ition}, and religious thought. After cons 
ing a specifie problem in this aren, Tylor employed a c 
tion which characterized much of his subsequent works: 
“Set the difficulties on one side of the question against those 
‘on the other, and they will nearly balance, We must wait 
for farther evidence.” 

“Although it was of much shorter duration (six months), 
"Tyler's expedition in Mexico played the same role in his 
career that the Beagle voyage played for Darwis 

work, 
henceforth to be devoted to the founding of « science of 
culture. 

Tylor is everywhere described as a commanding 
lent igure, He was tall, well-built, and extremely handsome. 
His simplicity, patience, and quiet humor made him popu- 
Jar as a teacher and organizer, and contributed to an easy, 

persuasive style which won a wide audience for his wri 
ings, His writings were always free of jargon or pretension 
of any kind, a consequence, perhaps, of the fact that he was 
taken from school at sixteen and never again became a “stu- 
dent” in the academic sense 

His life, as much as his work, exemplified what Lowie 
has called Tylor's “sense of fitness.” His relationship to 
Anna Fox, whom he married in 1858, was regarded 
model of marital life. They lived together quietly 






















































асо тут ٣ 
happily for fifty-nine years, until Tylor’s death in 1917. 
Tt is said that Lady Tylor always attended a certain series 
of her husband’s lectures, and that on one occasion, before 
a large audience, Tylor turned toward his wife after a 
Tengthy exposition and said absent-mindedly, “And so my 
dear Anna, we observe, . , .” 

In 1801 Tylor published Anahuac, an account of the 
Mexican expedition with Christy. His Researcher in the 

‘arly History of Mankind was published in 1868, and it 
mediately established him as a leading figure in anthro- 
pology. His professional maturity came at а time when 
several lines of inquiry and speculation were converging, 
toward a point which would radically alter man's concep- 
tion of himself and his place in nature. 

In geology Charles Lyell, building on the work of James 
Hutton, had successfully. challenged the cataclysmic 
theories required by Biblical cosmology, and had shown the 
earth to have evolved over many millions of years instead of 
the few thousand required by scriptural authority. With 
the doctrine of “uniform causes,” which assumed that the 
processes of geological change in the past were similar to 
those observable in the present, it was possible to block out 
an approximate chronological series for earthly formations. 

In archaeology the confirmation in 1858 of Boucher 
de Perthes’ discoveries of fashioned implements of great 
tiquity climaxed almost three centuries of fragmentary dis- 
coveries and speculations about man's ancient past; the 
existence of paleolithic man was definitely established. 

In biology Darwin's work established the evolutionary 
view of nature as a key to the general problem of oi 
and development. 

"These developments in the mid-nineteenth century con- 
stituted a challenge of survival to religious orthodoxy. 
One of the many heresies the ec ss had to combat 
was the idea that man had gradually evolved, not only 
from the lower animals, but, what was perhaps even worse, 
from a primitive state of humanity comparable to existing 
savages. ‘The savage with his naked body, many wives, and 
pagan gods was regarded as a poor representative of 
















































Christian morality and hardly worthy of God's ini 
human creation. 

‘To combat this particular heres 
degradation) theory” was advanced 
evolutionary theory. According to this doctrine, man was 
created in a highly civilized, moral condition, but had, in 
some cases, degenerated to û savage state—become “out- 
casts of the human race," as the Duke of Argyll put it. 

"The degeneration theory became a popular alternative to 
the developmental (evolutionary) theory and was defended 
hy such influential men ax Richard Whately, Archbishoy 
‘of Dublin, and the Duke of Argyll, among others. But while 
this theory established the glory of man’s beginning, it 
suggested a dim view of his future, To those who had in- 
Айай the optimism of the eighteenth century regarding 
man’s capacity for self-improvement, the degeneration 
theory was intolerable and had to be smothered. Sir John 
Lubbock (Lord Avebury) complained that “if the 
history of man has been one of deterioration, we have but 
groundless expectation of future improvement.” Lubbock, 
‘long with Lyell and others, carried on a spirited debate 
‘over the question with the clerics and their supporters. The 
following is a typical exchange: The Duke of Argyll was 
жий why he highland Eskimos do not have any 
weapons or any idea of war: “No wonder, poor people! 
TRT have beet driven into regione where no stronger race 
could desire to follow them. But that the fathers had once 
know what war and violence meant there is no more con 
elusive proof than the dwelling place of their children.” 
Lubbock responds: “It is perhaps natural that the leader 
of a great highland elan [Argyl] should regard with pity 
a people who, having ‘once known what war and violence 
meant,’ have no longer any neighbors to pillage or to fight, 
but a Lowlander can hardly be expected ser 

ed ah шап м ан азайды е уша Р, км 
ny evidence of degradation.” 

‘Tylor, a freethinking Quaker and firm believer in man’s 
rationality and capacity for improvement 
the very middle of this controversy. There is little doubt 



























































Edward Tylor “ 


that he considered the implications of the degeneration 
theory to be a serious threat to man's confidence in himself 
and his future, ‘The developmental theory of civilization 
had to be established beyond all doubt if the faith in prog- 
zens was to be sustained. 

"Two general premises were necessary for the establi 
ment of a progressive theory of cultural devel @) 
the basic similarity of human minds and, (2) the priority 
of Primitive Man in the chronological series. 'ylor’s second 
book, Researches Into the Early History of Mankind 
(1865), dealt largely with the first question (among other 
things), and his third book, Primitive Culture (1871), 
completed the argument by establishing the second, 

tt Tylor's aims had a missionary quality to them i 
suggested by these stanzas which he contributed anony- 
mously to Andrew Lang’s “Double Ballade Of A Primi 
tive Man”: 

Prom a status like that of the Cres, 

Our society's fabric arose, 

Develop'à, evolved if you please 

But deluded chronologists chose, 

Ima fancied accordance with Mor 

n, 4000 B.C. for the span 

When he rushed on the world and its woen— 

But the mild anthropologist, he's 

Not recent inclined to suppose 

Flints Palaeolithic like these, 

Quaternary Bones such as those, 

In Rhinoceros, Mammouth ond CO. 

Firat Epoch, the Hunan Began, 




















the entire fied of man and his environment. For him, the 
scope of anthropology should include man’s body, his 
physical and cultural environment, and 

‘Tylor was not a field worker, but, as Lowie has 
he was far from being an “armchair anthropologi 





studied culture wherever he happened to bein a junk 
Store of a big city; at a school for the deaf and dumb 
(here he worked out important features of his work on 

ture-language) ; at a knitting mi 

nd at festivals and religious ceremonies, 

time was spent with the literature w 

way with the history of civilizations and 

ets, beliefs, and customs of primitive peoples. He 

i igator of books,” 

and his knowledge of the literature was both wide and pro- 
found. 

Not being a field worker, ‘Tylor had to rely lar 
material gathered from the accounts and publicati 
travelers, missionaries, adventurers, colonists, sailors, and 

ike. These reports were largely fragmentary, ше 
critical, biased, and generally unreliable. The facile use 
of this kind of material by other workers had resulted 
in confusion and contradictions. Practically any asser- 
tion about primitive cultures could be supported by 
citations from the literature, 

‘Tylor was very much aware of this problem and set 
about constructing canons of “internal evidence” w! 
could be applied to the sifting out of reliable data from 
the mass of testimony, His main tool here was the “test 
of recurrence” or “undesigned coincidence,” by wi 
statements were evaluated according to their frequency 
other accounts, the most unique ig assigned 
the highest probability. Lowie has said that “The student 
of Tylor in 1890 could profit from a vast mass of thor- 
oughly sifted and authenticated material, interpreted 
from a unifying evolutionary point of view, tempered with 
sanity.” 

After he had established anthropology as « discipline at 
Oxford, Tylor was able to send students allover the world 
as “the field naturalists of human nature.” They went into 











‘a butcher shop; 
‘The greater part 
‘dealt in 













































Edward Tylor в 
that ‘Tylor collected and employed. A reviewer of the 
French translation of Primitive Culture commented: 
“What one notes above all is the abundance of documents. 
One finds them by piles, by heaps, by mountains, and when 
these are cleared there are тө?” 

Ло is famous for the caution and tentativeness with 
which he advanced his theories and ideas. Many references 
fare made to his “infinite respect for facts” his 
jence in eliciting the universal from a multitude of par- 

‘and his patience in allowing the facts themselves 
to “crystallize into generalizations.” Tylor's obituary in 
the London Times praised this aspect. of 
“he [Tylor] held numeration of facts 
the staple of the argument, and that the limit of needful 
detail was reached only when each group of facts зо dis 
played its general law that fresh ones came to range them- 
selves in their proper riches as new instances of an already 
established rule.” 

Tt should be noted, however, that it was the fashion in 
the early development of the social sciences to emulate the 
tudes and techniques that had been so successful in the 
rapid advance of the physical їп the seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries. The Baconian ideal of perfect 







































induction in science was considered the only reliable 
method for arriving at seient is, and even 
‘verbal adherence to this ideal was impressive. It has been 


seen how Herbert Spencer, one of the most: “deductive” 
ids in the social sciences, claimed and believed that his 
was a completely inductive work, ‘Tylor was undoubtedly 
eful and thorough than Spencer, but it would be a 

to picture him as a man without definite preconcep- 
tions and vested interests in the work he was doing. His 
early work, especially, is boldly speculative and, in fact, 
‘owes much of its greatness to a zealous, partisan point of 
‘Tylor approached his mai 

ith a sense of cultural relativity unusual for his time. 
‘Measuring other people's corn by one's own bushel,” was 
а cardinal mistake, according to Tylor, and had to be 
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guarded against at all times, And although he is not com- 
pletely free from censure on this point, he succeeded better 
han most of his contemporaries. 

‘Above all, Tylor believed that the “inner springs of 
human behavior,” the beliefs and attitudes that underlie 
institutions, comprise the most reliable evidence of man’s 
History and development. Myth, folklore, religion, and 
custom were the sources for such information and must be 
studied along with written materials and artifacts if a 
ble reconstruction is to be made, Tylor erred in cer- 
of his emphases, but he exposed a whole new dimen- 
Чоп for the study of culture. 

Tylor was a thoroughgoing Darwinian in his biologioal 
views, but he specifically denied any direct influence from 
Darwin's work. He states in the preface to the second edi 
tion of Primitive Culture: “It may have struck sor 
readers as an omission, that in a work on civili 
ing so strenuously on a theory of development on evolution, 
mention should scarcely have been made of Mr. Darwin 

whose influence on the whole course of 
ibjects should not be left without 
formal recognition. This absence of particular reference is 
accounted for by the present work, arranged on its own 
lines, coming scarcely into contact or detail with the pre- 
vious works of these eminent philosophers.” Many of to- 
day’s anthropologists, such as Lowie, Herskovits, and 
Kroeber, have expressed the same judgment regarding the 
influence of Darwin on ‘Tylor and on the development of 
anthropology in general. Tt is a question which can be 
‘argued with authority from either side, ‘Tylor, though not 
a strict unilinear evolutionist (one who believed that every 
society must pass through the same definite stages), em- 
ployed many concepts whi leled the methods and 
ideas employed in the Darwinian reconstruction of organie 
evolution. 

One of Tylor's problems was to establish the essential 

larity of human minds; the “psychic unity of man- 
ind,” as it was called. Similarities of artifacts, customs, 
and beliefs between past and present cultures had been 












































Edward Tylor “ 
pointed out by many workers already, but Tylor saw that 
Where there was a chance of cultural contact and the trans- 
mission of culture traits (which he always admitted ac- 
cording to the evidence), similarities did not require an 
independent development. What had to be shown was that 
under like conditions men’s minds would work in like ways. 
‘The argument here would have to rest more on psycho- 
logical than on historical data, because the history of a 
'n culture trait could seldom rule out the possibility of 








cultural borrowing, It would be essential that the traits 


selected for study be those which have not, as Tylor w 
‘traveled far from their causes.” A great variety of 
‘tural traits had resulted from generations of cumulative 
training and no longer reflected initial mental and environ- 
mental conditions, In vertain areas, however, there had been 
Tittle change, such as in picture-writing and gesture-lan- 
guages games, proverbs, and riddles; myth, legend, folk- 
fore, and religion. Such traits represent more directly 
the untrained mental processes and provide for а safer 
reconstruction of the human mind, as such. Accordingly, 
in the Researches (1865), Tylor chose to offer a history of 
civilization based primarily on an examination of language, 

nd beliefs. 

"The similarities of gesture-langunge in societies sepa- 
rated in time and place were convincing evidence to Tylor 
‘that the mind of uncultured men works in much the same 
way at all times and everywhere.” The history of magic 
everywhere pointed to one underlying phenomenon: the 
outward projection-on to material reality of the inner 
[processeses of individual thought. In the lengthy, detailed 
treatment of mythology, ‘Tylor identifies eight mytho- 
logical themes which commonly occur in North and South 
America, and in Asia: World-Tortoise, Man Swallowed by 
Fish, Sun Catcher, Accent of Heaven by the ‘Tree, Bridge 
of Dead, Fountain of Youth, Tail-Fisher, Diable Boiteux. 
‘Here again was telling evidence for the fundamental 
larity of the human 

With the assumption of psychic unity established, Tylor 
was in a position to accept the evidence of either diffusion 














































or independent development, They both appeared to be due 
to the similarity of the human mind: in the first case, the 
transfer of traits seemed to be made possible by the simi 

ity of the inventing and the borrowing mind; and 








the 
second, a parallel development seemed to be due to the 








ce minds working under like conditions. 

‘The Researches, then, proved a landmark in anthropol- 
‘ogy on two counts: it advanced the developmental theory 
by йв treatment of the problem of similarities, and it 
made theoretical ute of an important and neglected body 
of cultural material. 

Having establi psychic unity of man, the next 
step for Tylor was to establish a cultural reconstruction 
which would show a progressive development from primitive 
to civilized man. He accomplished this in the publication of 
Primitive Culture (1871), an anthropological classic which 
marks the beginning of the scientifie study of culture. Two 
major contributions to cultural anthropology emerged 
from this work: The “doctrine of su and the theory 
of “animism.” 

Tylor considered two methods of evolutionary re- 
construction which suggested the method of survivals to 
him, One was the reconstruction of material culture by the 
archaeologists and geologists on the basis of the discoveries 
of material relics (artfacts)in the geological strata, ‘The 
archacologist, working with the geologist, could establish 
from a few surviving artifacts 
‘weapons, implements, pottery) 
material culture of an ancient society, and 
place in a chronolog i 
stages (atone, bronze, iron) of material culture had been 
established in this way. ‘The other suggestion for a method 
may have come from the use the biologists made of rudi- 
mentary (vestigial) organs in the reconstruction of 
organie evolution, where nonfunctional parts of the bod 
were considered as survivals from ancestral forms in whi 
they had a functional role. 

Та brief, Tylor’s doctrine of survivals considered the 
quaint and nonfunctional customs and beliefs of civilized 


action of 







































Béward Tylor or 
peoples as ancient “artifacts,” or “vestigial remains.” As 
Stated previously, Tylor was interested as early as 1856 
in the existence of quaint and unrealistic customs and һе- 
liefs în modern civilization. What are these, asked Tylor, 
but the relics of a cultural past, which have been preserved 
in the “strata” of human behavior. 

With the assumption of man’s essen 
in a given environmental context, these 
trustworthy clues to man's cultural past: “When in the 

rocess of time there has come general change in. the сопе 

ition of it is usual, notwithstanding, to find much 
that manifestly has not its origin in the new state of things, 
but has simply lasted on into it, On the strength of these 
survivals, it becomes possible to declare that the ci 
of the people they are observed among must have been de- 
rived from an earlier state in which the proper home and 
menning of these things are to be found; and thus collec- 
tions of such facts are to be worked as mines of historical 
knowledge.” ‘They exist in our midst, Tylor continues, as 
the “primeval monuments of barbarie thought and life.” 

‘The doctrine of survivals added utility and prestige to 
the “comparative method” as the key to ethnological re- 
search; Tylor, in fact, is often referred to as the founder 
of “comparative ethnology.” The comparative method had 
rested on the almost gratuitous assumption that con- 
temporary savage peoples represented earlier stages of cul- 
tural development which had been traversed by civilized 
peoples. By the study of survivals (material and none 

ial) in modern socie 
to Tylor, to find the actual traces of th 

Look at the modern European peasant,” 
using his hatchet and his hoe, see his food boiling 
or roasting over the log-fre, observe the exact place hich 
beer holds in his calculation of happiness, hear his tale of 
the ghost in the nearest haunted house, and of the farmer's 

ice who was bewitched with knots in her inside till she 
fell into fits and died. If we choose out in this way things 
which have altered little in a long course of centuries we 
may draw a picture where there shall be scarce a hand's 






















































breadth difference between an English ploughman and a 
Negro of Central Africa... . We have continued reason to 
be thankful for fools.» It is quite wonderful . . . to see 
Yo large «share stupidity and impractical conservation 
and dogged superstition have had in preserving for us 
traces of the history of oir race, which practical utili 
tarianism would have remorse т 

‘Tylor’s doctrine of surviv 
tool of the evolutionary, anth 

тоні ‘of valuable el 
Ek umed ap under the general hending of are” 

Before taking up Tylor’s influential theory of animism 
it may be useful to consider his approach to myth in 
eral, because it paves the way for his exposition of animism. 

‘Tylor believed that myth originated in the human in- 
tellect when it was in a childlike state. Myths represented 
for Tylor the crude but essentially rational attempts of 
childlike peoples to make sense out of their environment 
and experiences. “Legend,” he states, “. . . is only telling 
the perennial story of the world’s daily life.” He believed 
fut in myth, and legend one had access to the, primitive 
philosophy of nature and life, The following Polynesian 
nature-myth is an example of the kind of evidence on which 
‘Tylor founded his “primitive philosopher” iden: 

Sky (father) and Earth (mother) created all things in 
nature, But at first there was no light because Sky and 
Earth still cleaved to each other. The children counseled 
with one another on whether to slay the parents or rend 
them apart so as to admit the light. The “father of the 
forests” advised that the parents be separated, the sky 

r” and the earth a nursing mother. 
children tried and failed to separate Sky 
‘and Earth and finally the father of the forests tried. He 
placed his head against the earth, his feet against the aky, 
and sundered them as they cried, groaned, and shrieked 
aloud. The father of wind and storms had’ not consented 
to the plan of his brothers, and followed his father into the 
heavens. Не then waged war on his brothers by sending 
‘wind and storms to stir up the sea, break down the forests, 
















al material, which ean 








































кане Tylor ө 
‘and destroy the plant and animal life. In the course of the 
Battle the reptiles fled from the sen to seek safety in the 
woods. The Earth caught up the gods of the plants and 
Animals and hid them from the storm god, Finally the 
storm god attacked the “father of ferce men,” the one who 
had planned the destruction of the parents; but the storm 
god could not shake him, and man remained erect and 
inshaken upon the bosom of mother Earth, Man was fur 
four at having been deserted by his brethren in the battle 
and has exploited them for his benefit ever since, Не соп- 
{quered all but the storm god who still attacks him periodi- 
ally with tempest and hurricane. And until this ti 

and Earth have remained separated, but ti 
tinues. The warm sighs of the Earth's bosom (the mists) 
fare directed to the parted spouse, and the Sky drops fre- 
quent tears (dew-drops) on his beloved Earth, 

“Tylor says of this myth that there is “scarcely a thought 
‘hat is not still transparent, scarcely even a word that has 
lost its meaning to us.” He means, of course, that it 
realistic, if childlike, interpretation of natural phenomena. 
This is characteristic of ‘Tylor’s rationalistie approsch to 
all folklore, and it underlies his entire theory of animism. 

‘Tylor called the belief in spiritual beings animism and 
considered it to be the А 
‘Tylor’s animism in fact is a comprehe 
origin and development of religious systems everywhere 
and it served to illustrate the kind of reconstruction that 
‘can be made with a developmental theory. Animism rests on 
one very simple iden: that where men dream by night, ha 
phantasms by day, and die, the belief in spiritual beings wi 
rise. He divided the animism of primitive peoples into 
fwo principal ideas? the concept of the soul and the derin 
tive belief in other spirits, 

“The idea of the soul ‘Tylor thought to be a crude but 
reasonable inference on the part of primitive man, ‘The 
savage, like every man, is confronted daily with the dual 
nasture of existence, At death certain phenomena di 
pear—breath, pulse, consciousness, and the capacity 
Voluntary movement. ‘The body remains, but that complex 
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animal as well as human existence, To support this theory, 
SEET E 
ي‎ meena 
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in tis, Dogs, for example, are buried with children in some 
primitive cultures, to lead ther to the land of souls, Horses 
ге led ton warrior’ grave, killed and thrown in the grave 
with their master, Tylor found a case of this kind oceurr- 
ing as Inte as 1781 in Europe and stated that it was still 
practiced in Asi 

"Тһе next extension of the ghost-soul is to non- 
objects. Things also appear in dreams and must have plu 
tom-copies. Unlike animals, they do not “dis,” but 
requirement № р nd that 
where one (the phantom) is evident, 
be assumed. Evidence for this idea is found 
practice of sending objecta, much at weapon 
Pottery, and so om, along 
for his use in the next life. 

"Three general beliefs concerning the existence of ghost- 
souls after death are derived from these early stages of 
animism: (1) the conviction that the ghost-soils hover 
around the earth and take an interest in the living—some- 
times visiting their former homes, (2) the belief in metem- 
psychosis—the transmigration of souls into other human 
beings, or even into animals, plants, and things, (3) 
the iden of a special residence in another world, such as the 
Western Islands, the Underworld, the Mountains, and 

into one of bwo ente- 





























implements, 
th the dead man in his grave, 

















earthly life. The second theory would, of course, have 

special effect on the social behavior of the people who 
Adopted the belief. 

‘The general idea of the primitive ghost-soul animating 

ren, animals, plants, and things naturally leads to the be- 

nual beings which are on a 

janes,” which are souls in 





higher level. These are called “ 
origin but which acquire a special quality raising them to 
the level of demons or deities. This development resulted in 
one of the great branches of religion: Manes-Worship. 











Mane ae wh of niu ho rie wee na 
patton of authority with respect to the worshiper. This 
Ж often be a parent, hence ancestor-worship becomes a 
‘common form of Mance-Worship. But it might also be the 
Soul of a tribalehiel, a tribel-hero, or any other powerful 
person, He ean have been a power for good or evil and 
фы кеши thr yo denon r pg 

Regarding Manes- Worship, Tylor saya: “Its principi 
arent dif to understand, for they plainly keep up the 
relations of the living word. ‘The dead ancestor, now 

ity, simply” goer on. protecting his own 
rom them as of old; 
own tribe, still holds 
his authority by helping friends and harming enemies, still 
requ eit and arly pans the wr у. 
lance: Worship was expecily instructive for Tylor in 
OF anni, because he saw it aa È 
mediate in the hierarchy of the spiritual world, standing 
Between ordinary souls and superhuman demons and deities, 
Te as clear evidence for Tylor of the modeling of superior 
spirits on the human soul. He cites the worship of saints 
ín modern religion as a clear case of Manes Worship, being 
tit isthe worship of dead men and women who forma class 
Ot ner di p 

Another important feature in the development of prir 
tive religion is the general idea of the embodiment of spi 
As the soul may be in or out of the body, so are apiri 
free to run in and out of objecte living and non-living. 
‘This iden serves two important purposes fa ower animisms 
‘Asa theory of “demoniaca possesion, 
of human disease and derangement, Tylor 
Tuy vivid account of this phenomenon: 
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‘As in normal conditions, the man's soul, inal 
body, is hold to give it life, to think, spe 

it, so an adaptation of the self-same prine 
normal conditions of body 

symptoms as due to the 
being, a strange spirit. The possessed man, tossed and 




















Edward Tylor т 
shaken in fever, pained and wrenched as though some live 
creature were tearing or twisting him within, pining as 
though it were devouring his vitals day by day, rationally 
finds a personal spiritual cause for his sufferings. In 
dreams he may even sometimes see the very ghost or 
maredend that plagues him. Especially when the mysterious 
seen power throws him helpless to the ground, jerks and 
writhes him in convulsions, makes him leap upon the by- 
tanders with a giant's strength and a wild beasts ferocity, 
impels him, ted face and frantic geaturey and 

ico not his own nor seemingly human, to pour forth with 
coherent raving, or with thought and eloquence beyond hi 

tober faculties to command, to counsel, to foretell—such a 

fone seems to those who watch him, and even to himself, to 

Ihave become the mere instrument of a spirit which has 

seized him or entered into him, a possessing demon in whose 

personality the patient believes so implicitly that he often 
ıe for it, which it ean declare when 

character through his organs 
jum’s spent and jaded 







































‘The practice of exorcism emerges as the therapeutic device 
for dealing with the invading demon spirits. The exorcist 
removes the spitit by cajolery, bribes, threats, or by per- 
ашай or driving it to another abode, 

‘Related to the “possession theory” (above), is the next 
important application of the Embodiment idea, as 
fetishism. As the savage may “lay” a demon spi 
foreign body, so may he manipulate a useful spirit to hi 
advantage, It may be carried around in an object to fend 
off enemies and disease, or it may be set up as a deity 
object, for propitiation and wore 

ism merges into idolatry when a f 



























It may be noted here that for Comte, to wow, 
Was need to des 
te indent a 








cate it special fonction as the abode for a spirit, A few 
Scratches on a dab of paint may serve to construct an idol, 
tra more elaborate job may be done in the construction of 
definite image, as in statue or picture. The important 
thing is thet he idol takes on a “personality,” or soul, 
which is absent in the pure fetish. An idol, for Tylor, must 
thus combine the characteristics of portrait (no matter 
how crude) and fetish, ‘The connection between souls and 
other spirits the erucial factor in Tylor theory——ia fur~ 
ther reinforced by this view of Idolatry: soul and spirit 
fare both embodied in the idol, just as they are both em- 
Bodied in human bodies, at least on occasions. 

"The next stage in animism occurs when the primitive 
mind draws the analogy between human behavior and the 
behavior of nature at farge. As the human body functions 
by virtue of its inhabiting ghost-soul, so does nature in 
general appear to be animated by analogous agents, Thus 

nimiam, beginning aa a philosophy of human life, becomes 

‘comprehensive philosophy of all nature. The “causes” of 
fil natural phenomena are nature-spirits, They cause the 
ind to blow, the sky to rain, the rivera to move, the vol- 
Canoes to erupt. 

‘Beginning, most likely, from very particular spirits for 
particular events, the idea of nature'spirits becomes gen- 
Ziad, and there arise the пресе б; е gods of 
Forest, Heaven, Earth, Water, Sun and Moon. Next in- 



































visible’ species-deities emerge: the gods of Agriculture, 
War, Pence, Good, and Evil. This is the great stage of 
polytheism. 





‘And finally, the concept of one Supreme Dei 
Above the souls, manes, nature-spirits, and species-deities 
lement—one deity is elevated to 
supremacy. Monotheism, the gre 
peoples, has evolved from the primitive past. A develop- 
wary etn adequately aseount for meno 
iy of religion; there is no need of Divine 
Revelation, Tylor bas answered the clerics who vould de. 
fend the degeneration theory—and on their own ground, 
Lowie has said of Tylor’s method of “adhesions” that 








Edward Tylor т 
“nothing that Tylor ever did serves so decisively to lift him 
above the throng of his fellow-workers.” Briefly, the 
‘method involved the application of statistical methods of 

lity to ethnological data. ‘The method aimed at dis- 
the causal relationships, if any, between culture 
for example, the customs of residence are 
endent of, eustoms of avoidance, If 

vered, then, thought 

















employed to disclose the course of social history. His at- 
tempt, according to Lowie, was to “substitute the mathe- 
matical concept of function for the metaphysical concept 
of cause.” 

‘Tylor employed the method in the following way: He was 
interested, for example, in the cultural laws of marriage 
and descent and had data on these customs from over 300 
peoples, from “savage hordes” to “cultured nations.” АП 
customs related to the subject were tabulated and classified. 
By consulting the tables, the investigator could easily 
determine what customs accompanied other customs, such 
аз teknonymy (the term invented by Tylor for the custom 
of naming parents after children) and matrlocal residence. 
If the recurrence of the given coincidence in the tables ex- 
ceeded significantly the number that could be expected on 
ıa chance distribution, then a causal relationship could be 
assumed. In the above example—teknonymy and residence 
—the “reckoning of the adhesions” showed a connection Бес 
tween teknonymy and matrilocal residence in twenty-two 
caves, where accidental distribution would yield eleven. 
‘Teknonymy was even more closely related to avoidance, 
fourteen cases occurring, with a chance expectation of four. 
Taking the three customs togecher—teknonymy, matri- 
local residence, and ayoidance—they would appear by 
chance only once or twice among all the peoples studied 
they actualy appear together eleven times, giving odds of 
about six to one for a causal relationship. 

Tylor realized that many refinements must be made be- 
fore this method could be applied with complete confidence, 




















but his experience so far with it made it clear to him “that 
the rules of human conduct are amenable to classification 
in compact masses, so as to show by strict numerical treat- 
ment their relations to one another.” 


Except for a few detractors, such as G. Elliot Smith and 
other extreme diff'usionists, and those who incorrectly place 
‘Tylor among the uncritical unilinear evolutioni 
rated among the very greatest in anthropology. 
sidered the founder of cultural anthropology and has had 
enormous influence, Sir James Frazer, to name one indi- 
vidual, was greatly indebted to Tylor for his work, Max 
Maller referred consistently to ethnology as “Mr. Tylon's 

ence; Andrew Lang stated, in 1007, that ‘Tylor, 
slong with Lubbock, “towered above all British Anthro- 
pologista, like Saul above his people”; Lowie states that 
hihe lapse of time has merely confirmed the earlier judg 
ment of his greatness.” 

"The most common and obvious criticism of Tylor’s work 
centers around his extreme rationalistie interpretations of 
ethnological data. His “sense of probability,” as Lowie 
called it, was carried to the extreme in conceiving of all 
human beings as relatively sophisticated philosophers. 
‘Tylor recognizes this one-sidedness in some places, as where, 
after the exposition of animism, he states that “the intel- 
Jectual rather than the emotional side of religion has been 
kept in view.” And then he goes on: “Even in the life of 
the rudest savages, religious belief js associated with in- 
tense emotion, with awful reverence, with agonizing terror, 
with rept ecstasy when sense and thought utterly transcend 
the common level of daily life.” But he justifies the ex- 
clusion of a treatment où these emotional factors on the 







































Probably part of Tylor’s rationali 
attributed to his conscious polemic against the clerics, who 
would create an impassable gulf between civilized man and 
his primitive ancestors, Tylor had to show that the “rude 


Edwerd Tylor т 
savage” was potentially an English gentleman, with the 
capacities for rational inference within his limited historical 
Sphere. There is no 

ireets the attention of theologi 
transmission of their noble doct 
pans all to expose,” was “the mission of primitive man, 
‘as Tylor could say in poetry. 

Probably most important, as far as his influence is con 
cerned, was Tylor's justification of the evolutionary method 

за technique of investigation and interpretation in the 

social sciences, It may be said that many of the followers 
fof this method lacked ‘Tylor’s relatively critical and 
sophisticated use of it, and finally brought it into general 
discredit; but in one form or another it has continued to 
exert great influence to the prevent day. 

Finally, the general influence of Tylor’s personality may 
be mentioned again. With Tylor, as with Darwin, a quiet 
but shrewd geniality helped pave the way for the early ac- 
ceptance of ideas and methods which were loaded with ex- 
plosive implications for contemporary thought and society. 

















JAMES FRAZER 


LABOR DISGUISED IN BASE 





ик zances rnazen was the dutiful, obedient son of ex- 

‘tremely pious parents. As a child he never misbehaved 
or dreamed of questioning parental or religious authori 
Asa man, however, he spent over sixty years in the libraries 
of Trinity College, Cambridge, undermining the belief in 
‘literal acceptance of the Bible and publicizing the fas- 
cinating “misbehavior” of primitive peoples. Tis quiet, 
persistent, and unconscious rebellion, effected through 
scholarship, produced The Golden Bough, one of the 
world's great anthropological odysseys. 

Frazer's father and mother were staunch Presbyterians 
and strictly orthodox in the Calvinist tradition, They were 
extremely religious people whose home life centered around 
daily worshi reading, His father, Danicl Frazer, 
had an excellent library of Englisl 
ten two small works, on 

‘The entire family— 
Shorter Catechism by heart and accepted it as the orthodox 
statement of reigion.* 

eh was the tied of the Rete 


































Jame Fraser тә 
On Sundays the family did not leave the house except 
to go to church; the day was given over to quiet worship, 
hymn-singing, and reading. The central importance of re- 
ligion and piety in Frazer's early life was always a source 
of pleasant association for him: “I look back to those pence- 
ful Sabbath days with something like fond regret, and the 
sven in a foreign land, still touches 
a deep chord in my heart.” According to Frazer, the par- 
tents never tried to indoctrinate the children with their re- 
igious views; the subject was “too sacred for common 
conversation” and was simply accepted without question, 

"This was characteristic of the way Frazer accepted the 
‘authority of his parents in all matters. He states that none 
of the children were ever punished and goes on to say: 
“Indeed they had no occasion to punish us, for we were 
dutiful and obedient children who never dreamed of ques- 
tioning their authority or thwarting their wishes.” 

‘Frazer summed up his father’s personality and character 
with such language as “sterling character,” “strictest in- 
tegrity,” “respected by all,” “courteous to everyone with- 
eut distinction of rank or station,” and “devout Christian.” 
"The father accepted the Bible in its literal sense as the in- 
spired and infallible word of God. 

‘Although everyone “respected” his father, Frazer states 
that everyone “loved” his mother: “She endeared herself to 
all by her sweet, gentle, and truly womanly nature.” She 
was a gentle, sociable, and cheerful woman who enjoyed the 
simple pleasures of domestic life and the companionship of 
family and friends, But, Frazer points out, “With all her 
gentleness she was by no means destitute of spirit; she told 
me that whenever abe heard military music she felt moved 
to “rush out and plunge into the fray’ She shared what 
Frazer called his father’s “childlike faith in religion.” She 
was devoted to her family and died with her arms resting 
‘on one of Frazer's classical studies, Pausanias, the publica- 
tion of which she had eagerly awaited for many years. 


















































‘ened the Calvin interpretation, Ts Known for Bis exceptional аан. 
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Frazer always showed the greatest respect and affection 
toward his carly life with his family and attributed what- 
ever acces he ba attained to “wise and tender upbring- 
ing” by his parents, He always spoke of them with great 
love and affection. 

"Although one of the chief consequences of Frazer's life- 
long work was the undermining of the literal validity of the 
Seriptures—the unquestioned belief of his parents! 
never outwardly expressed anything like the anti-clerical 

ın of Spencer, or even Tylor. If he was in rebellion at 
religious orthodoxy, he was never conscious of it. He says 
of the Bible: “This may not be science and history, but it 
is at least an impressive pageant, a stately drama: without 
metaphor, it is noble literature, and like all noble litera- 
tare it in fitted to delight, to elevato, and to console” Te 

is kir jon of the Seri 






























tween the old and the new thought. 

Frazer was born January 1, 1854, at Glasgow, Scotland. 
He was one of four children (Iwo boys and two girls) born 
to Daniel Frazer and the former Katherine Brown. The 
father was the leading partner of a prosperous drug and 
chemical frm in Glasgow, and the mother was the daughter 





of a prosperous merchant. 
Unlike Darwin, Spencer, and Tylor, Frazer's education 
followed the usual pattern of the times for one in his posi- 
tion, He began his schooling with a “red-faced dominie of 
recollected nothing of the experience. 

He attended Springfield Academy for a short 
assed to Larchfield Academy, where he 
t school days and received the foundation and in- 
spiration for mueh of his later work, It was here, under the 
instruction of Alexander Mackenzie, that he learned the 
rudiments of Latin and Greek which were to play such a 
large part in his later studies, Tn 1809, nt the age of fifteen, 
he matriculated at Glasgow University, where the founda- 

tion of his subsequent career was firmly laid. 

Frazer found the rigid requirements of Glasgow for the 
Master's degree very congenial: “In my time,” he said in 
























James Fraser a 
1992, “no option whatever was allowed to a student pre- 
diak soa giia masiat ma apaa abel ee 
tion had to study and satisfy the examiners in precisely 
the same subjects, which were Greek and Latin, Mathe- 
‘atural Philosophy (which meant Physics), Logie 
‘and Metaphysics, Moral Philosophy, and English Litera- 
ture. It was an excellent scheme of a sound and liberal 
education, and I very much doubt if it could have been inr 
roved upon by being left to the choice of raw youths in 
Baar teen, aa vere many, if not mont, of the students of 
those days: Certainly, for myself, I have always been glad 
that in my sixteenth year I was allowed no discretion, but 
was shepherded into the fold of knowledge by wiser and 
more experienced heads than my own.” 

‘At Glasgow Frazer worked under three men whose in- 
fluence can be traced throughout his lifo’s work: G. G. Ram- 
say, John Veitch, and Sir William ‘Thomson (later Lord 
Kelvin). Under Ramsay, Frazer acquired a lasting interest 
and competence in the classics. “To him more than to any- 
one else,” said Frazer, “I ove the powerful impulse which 
directed the main current of my thought for many years 
to the classics of antiquity.” Frazer regarded the study of 
Greek and Roman civilization as the “best preparation for 
a general study of man.” He dedicated his six-volume work, 
Pausanias, to Ramsay, and Ramsay called the dedication 
his “greatest honor.” John Veitch was Professor of Logic 
and Metaphysics at Glasgow and he made a profound im- 
pression on Frazer, one that was reflected in Frazers 
thought and style. He stated that Veitch and his predeces- 
sors among Scotland’s philosophers (such as Hume and 
Hutcheson), “wrote like gentlemen in the language of 
polished society, and not like pedants in the uncouth jargon 
of the schools.” From Lord Kelvin, the great physicist, 
Frazer acquired a belief in the rational and intelligible 
order of nature, This conception of the universe as being 
“regulated by exact and absolutely unvarying laws of na- 
ture expressible in mathematical formulas” remained a 
settled belief throughout his life, He remai 
the “new physics” with its relat 
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implied for him the denial of a rational explana- 
tion of nature. 

While at Glasgow Frazer thought of competing for a 
scholarship at Oxford, but his father, mistrusting the High 
Church tendencies of Oxford, decided that he should go 
to Cambridge instead, and Frazer entered ‘Trinity College 
on a scholarship in 1878. There he remained the rest of hi 
life, his Fellowship being renewed three times and finally 
for life. 

"At Cambridge Frazer continued his work in classical 
literature and philosophy and also studied law, The philos- 
opher James Ward soon directed Frazer's attention to 
‘lors Primitioe Culture, and it was this work which stimu- 
lated Frazer's interest in anthropology. Frazer states that 
it “marked an epoch in my life” It was William Robert- 
son Smith, however, who fired Frazer with а lasting en- 
thusiasm for anthropology. Smith, minister, had been 
expelled from his teaching position at Free Church College 

Aberdeen on grounds of heresy connected vith hi work 
in comparative religion. He was welcomed at Cambridge, 
however, where he favored Frazer with his interest and 
friendship. But for Smith, said Frazer, “my interest in the 
subject [anthropology] might have remained purely passive 

Smith, being engaged as editor of the ninth edition of 
the Encyclopaedia Britannica and knowing of Frazer's in- 
terest in anthropology, assigned to Frazer the writing of 
the articles “Taboo” and “Totemism.” For Frazer, these 
icles “were the beginning of a systematic application to 
hropology and especially to a study of the backward 

and barbarians.” Prazer 
‘on savagery rather than 
n civilization as follow: ion i extremely com- 
plex; savagery is comparatively simple, and moreover it 
is undoubtedly the source from whieh all civilization has 
been ultimately derived by a slow process of evolution, Te 





































gave his reasons for cone 








*atatnowsl bas called Sei the Spittal father of the “sociologien 
ен o£ culture movement” and that he тө, the fat tae that 
religion mut be accounted for by is soil nature. 








James Prazer 5 
seemed to me therefore that if we are to understand the 
complex product we must begin by studying the simple 
elements out of which it has been gradually compounded; 
in other words, we must try to understand savagery before 
we can hope fully to comprehend civilization” 

Frazer's monastie devotion to the “drama of human exist- 
ence” is summed up in the eighty-four pages of the pub- 














lished bibliography of his works. Although isolated from 
the drama by choice, he h 
Pia rend one of his first anthropological 


pape in Burial Customs as Illustrative of the 
Primitive ‘Theory of the Soul,” before the Anthropological 
Jnstitute, Tylor’s influence was clearly shown in this paper. 
‘Tylor himself heard the paper and remarked that “its 
original and ingenious treatment of the evidence must me 

terially advance the study of animistic funeral customs, 
‘Tylor also noted “the excellent results of Mr, Frazer's 
study of classical authors, not as mere ancient texts, but 
fas repertories of real facts full of anthropological value.” 

His articles, “Taboo” and “Totemism,” for the Encyclo- 
paedia Britannica appeared in 1888. These early papers 
Teveal a general idea about social origins which became a 

ing principle for much of Frazer's work; namely, that 
from irrational beginnings systems of great adaptive value 
ire evolved. In “Taboo” Frazer remarks: “ 
wwe shall scarcely err in believing that even in advanced 
Societies the moral sentiments, in so far as they are merely 
Sentiments and are not based on an induction from ex- 
ence, derive much of their force from an original system 
Of taboo, ‘Thus on the taboo were grafted the golden fruits 
of law and morality, while the parent stem dwindled slowly 
{nto the sour crabs and empty husks of popular super- 
stition on which the swine of modern society are still con- 
tent to feed. 

"The first edition of The Golden Bough was published in 
two volumes in 1890; the second edition (three volumes) 
in 1900; and the third edition (twelve volumes) between 
1011 and 1915, It is Frazer's most famous work and 


























has had an enormous influence. Frazer defined the pur- 
of The Golden Bough as follows: “The cycle of The 
Golden Bough depicts, in its sinuous outline, in its play of 
alternate light and shadow, the long evolution by whieh the 
thoughts and efforts of man have passed through the sue- 
cessive stages of Magic, Religion and Science. It 
Some measure, an epic of humanity which, starting from 
ripe age, and will ind there, 
perhaps, its death. . .. The eyele of The Golden Bough 
{rents principally, almost completely, with the past. The 
sacrifice of ine King, put to death for the good of 
it length in its pages: that episode, 
theology, is like the symbolized 
epitome of the lugubrious history of humanity.” 

‘Frazer's most important classical study came out in 1808, 
after nine years of study. It was a translation of and a com- 
mentary on Pausanias’ Description of Greece, and its six 
volumes constituted a great summary of the knowledge of 
classical Greece. 

‘Payche's Task was frst published in 1909 in 1928 it ap- 
peared, with the addition of one paper, as The Devil's Ad- 
Hecate, It is one of the most speculative of Frazer's works, 
and amounts to “A Plea for Superstition” (the subtitle of 
The Devita Advocate), Prazer argued that although super- 
stition has often been an evil, it has also had a positive value 
Tor mankind “in promoting respect for authority and aby 
stention from many forms of violence.” It is Payche's task 
to separate the true from the false; but this may not always 
be а gain from the point of view of accepted ethical stand- 

And social behavior. Marett has said of this work that 
ne sees here the rationalist who, confronted with the u 
reason manifest in so much of the actual policy that 
swayed manki 
pragmati 
ан Тоні and Ezogamy was publish 
е four-volume обет ay was published 
inet, Her he en waded ater ted 
come hereditary, exogamy developed as a means for pre- 
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s 
shrug his shoulders and admit that, 
lly at all events, such foolishness has answered 

















James Fraser 


"The Belief in Immortality and the Wor 
жиз рина 1а tiree volume between 1910 and 1924. 
This work employed Tylon's idea of polythei 
байи їп personded ошм, ог пайт spirit 
Емен selenite theories eventually replace nature 
Spirits as explanations for a given class of events, but the 
Fia of deity ia retained as the one great “саш 

“Polk Lore in he Old Testament was published in three 
volumes in 1018. In this work Frazer treated the Old Testa- 
ment as a body of folklore, which he defined as “the whole 
Endy of a people's traditionary beliefs and customi, so far 
aa they appear to De due to the collective setion of the 
multitude and cannot be traced to the individual inuence 
Dt great men.” Frazer insisted that “Despite the high moral 
nd religiou, development of the ancient Hebrew there 
{Fo reson to suppowe that they formed an exception to 
ihia general Jaw.” Ele then proceeded to present the many 
prior and parallel legends which were si 
E te Old Testament. 
































The Worship of Nature was published in 1926 and pre- 


sented the now familiar thesis that religion is based on the 
human personification of nature, 

‘Frazer's remaining works included The Gorgon's Head 
(1927), containing literary essays, articles, and tra 
tions, in prose and verse; The Fasti of Ovid (1920), w 
started out to be a translation but developed, character 
cally, into a five-volume treatise on Roman history and 
mythology; and Aftermath (1987), a supplement to The 
Golden Bough. 

"razr ono venture outside the libraries was în a tench- 
ing position at Liverpool University, where he was ag 
Palatal Profesor of Socal Anthropology. He resigned 
After one year, convinced that he should never have left 
the library. Unweleome respite from his work occurred on 
those occasions when he journeyed to accept the many 
academic honors and awards that were bestowed upon 
He was an original Fellow of the British Academy, w 
Knighted in 1014, elected a member of the Order of Merit 
(1924), elected to the Royal Society (1920), and received 


























high recognition from France, being made an associate 
member of the Institut de France and a Commander of the 
Legion of Honor. In 1921 the Frazer Lectureship in Social 
Anthropology was founded in his honor at the Universiti 
of Oxford, Cambridge, Glasgow, and Liverpool, 

Frazer was not tall, but carried himself ereetiy. He was 
quick and agile, (he most conspicuous feature of Frazer's 
‘appearance was his eyes; they were a piercing, sapphire 
Dhue and are startling even in a photograph. A picture of 
‘Frazer taken in 1983, when he was seventy-nine years old, 
reveals hardly a wrinkle in his face. He had a short, neatly 
pointed bear wore than his chin, A 
Visitor to Frazer in 1085 wrote: “His look of close applica- 
tion, his short, white beard, and his tightened lids behind 
his glasses suggest someone who is more accustomed to 
taking a patient's pulse than to exploring those primitive 
%уше 1 which the gods of man slowly come to Ме? 

Frazer spent his life in libraries and studies: Marett 
has called him “a veritable athlete of the study, never out 
of training and as true and tough as sted.” At forty-two 
he married Lily Grove, a French writer, and it was agreed 
at the outset that he would continue to devote practically 
all his time to his work. He spent at least as much, if not 
more, time in the libraries after his marriage as before, 
and his wife devoted herself completely to the advancement 
of his work and reputation, expecially in France. 

Frazer was an extremely modest, polite, and courtly man 
who would probably have been mare at home in the eight- 
senth century, according to his secretary and biographer 
R. Angus Downie, He seemed little interested in public 
‘opinion and stayed out of the controversies that centered 
around his work, R. R, Marett, a friend of Prazer, has 
smid: ©... he was no speech-maker or verbal duelist, and, 
when present at some heated debate, as might by a rare 
hance happen, was wont to maintain a sublime silences 
such as might suggest a timid suspension of judgment to 
edges vara A Vitt to Sir James Prater" Living 4ga, мал 
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those who did not realize how boldly and firmly he thought 
for himself. Yet he was, in fact, the very embodiment of 
intellectual, аз reinforced by moral, courage.” 

Sarah Campion, the British author and daughter of the 
well-known medievalist G. G. Coulton, wrote an interesting 
portrait of Sir James and Lady Frazer in 1961. She was 

loyed by the Frazers for a few months in 1940, the year 
fore their death. Miss Campion was especially fascinated 
by Lady Frazer; she says: “T have never met anyone who 
more thoroughly knew what she wanted, or more ruthlessly 
set about getting it. ; . . She had no other thought in life, 
no other purpose in living, than to prolong by any means 
in her power the tenuous life and contentment of her famous 
husband, I dare say this battle for contentment was the 
only one she ever lost: for, as far as I could see, they were 
neither of them happy.” In the last years of their lives, 
Lady Frazer was deaf and Sir James, blind. Lady Frazer 
hovered over her husband, forcing food, “forkful by fork- 
fal into his protesting mouth,” according to Miss Campion, 
Even at this time, when Frazer had received almost every 
conceivable recognition, Lady Frazer spent hours pouring 
rer Who's Whe to fad sources of more honors for het 
husband. As for Frazer himself in these days, he maintained 
‘quiet, courtly concern for the physical comfort of those 

ind him and submitted to the overpowering care of his 
Wite. Miss Campion saya: “I think oF them now in some 
Elysian field, seated near the entrance so that she can tell 
him who is coming in or going out: seated on twin thrones, 
the sightless and the deaf, while her right hand is laid 
posessingly, maternally, over his, T think of them both 
often, and always with affection: for they were, in their 
Utterly different ways, a most memorable and lovable pair.” 
Lady Frazer died a few hours after her husband, 

With his wife and his Fellowships at Cambridge to 
Jate him from the practical demands of life, Frazer 
and worked in a great world of fantasy and folklore. ‘he 
last four stanzas of his “June in Cambridge” seem to 
epitomize very well the kind of life he lived: 












































Stil til 1 con old pages 

‘dnd through great volumes wade, 
While {ёз brief nummer pares, 
And youth's rif vores fade 


Ah yea! Through there dull pages 
A glimmering vista opes, 

Where fairer flowers are blooming 
Than bloom on earthly sloper. 


‘The dreamland world of fancy! 
‘There ie my own true home, 

There are the purple mountains 
And blue seas fringed with foam. 


And there the deathless garlande 
That crown the chosen head, 
When youth's brief June is over. 
And youth's brief roses dead. 


One can suspect that Frazer meant to include himself 
when he observed in The Golden Bough that “the height of 
heroism is reached in men who renounce the pleasures of 
life and even life itself for the sake of keeping or winning 
for others, perhaps in distant ages, the blessings of freedom 
‘and truth i 

Malinowski knew Frazer for over thirty years and speaks 
of the “paradox” of Frazer’ life and thought. He refers 
to Frazer as “one of the world’s greatest masters and 
teachers,” inspite of the fact that in his personal contacts 
Frazer was completely ill at case and inept, This was espe- 
cially true in any situation where Frazer was called upon 
to defend a position extempore. He avoided, whenever he 
could, the give and take of even friendly controversy. Al 
though he was always ready to revise or discard a theory in 
his work, he would not tolerate personal contradiction and 
would not engage in argument, After Andrew Lang wrote 
a critical review of T'he Golden Bough in which he-referred 
to Frazer's work as the “vegetable” or “Covent Garden” 
school of Anthropology, Frazer became so upset he had to 
interrupt his work for several months—the greatest pos- 
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Ле sacrifice for him. After this incident he refused to ever 
sad an adverse review of his work. 
‘Malinowski also seems to corroborate Sarah Campion’s 
‘of Lady Frazer, He says: “Lady Frazer was une 
ing element to most of Frazer's friends 
as well as in his position in the academic world.” He refers 
to her as a “somewhat redoubtable life companion of 




















"There are some hints in Frazer's work which tempt one 
to look further into the relationship of his personality to 
his life's work. He was always fascinated and delighted by 

> of his savages, Malinowski says: “Wit 

‘an almost maternal attitude of concern, he delighted 
their pranks and pleasures, while regretting their naught 
ness.” And Marett, in describing the experience of reading 
The Golden Bough, says: “We axe children again as we 
study these chili doings of the peasant or the savnge. 
No doubt, they behave as naughty children sometimes. But 
‘who shall’ say that he was never a naughty child, or that 
it is not human to derive satisfaction from the story of 
‘one’s infant peccadilloes?” To Marett’s rhetorical question, 
опе may answer that Frazer himself never behaved as a 
“naughty child,” if we are to take his word for it. 

"There is another parallel which is suggested by Frazer's 
over-all account of the progression of man through, the 
phases of magic, religion, and science, At first, man believes 
that he can magically control all external events. Then, if 
he is astute, he becomes aware of his impotence and pros- 
trates himself before the arbitrary powers of a divine will. 
‘This is religion, which, as Frazer always insists, “affects 
only those higher intelligences’ Finally man arrives at 
science, which in a way represents the realization of the 
dreams of the initial stage of magic. But here Frazer grows 
Pessimistic and speaks of the “dark shadow which I 
thwart the end of this fair prospect” and the “great forces 
hich seem to be making silently but relentlessly for the 
destruction of all ry universe in which our earth 
swims as a speck or mote.” In the end man’s puny hands 
will not have strength “to speed afresh our slackening 


































planet in its orbit or rekindle the dying fire of the sun.” 
And The Golden Bough ends with the ringing of church 
Pelis and the sound of the Ave Maria. Tt would seem that 
Calvin and Frazer's parents had the last word after all. 





jhe meer Id exe upon a 

"Tylor, on the field reports 
Workers and travelers and on his vast knowledge 
of classical literature, He knew Greek, Latin, French, Ger- 
man, Spanish, Italian, and Dutch, and so was able to read 
much of his material in the original language. Before he 
had taken degres at Cambridge he had read all of 
Plato in the original Greek. As Frazer read through his 
sources whieh he did from twelve to fifteen hours a day— 
he would note the passages he might be able to use and 
later copied them out nto notebooks. In this way he amassed 
great mounds of material, most of which, one suspects, 
‘were included in his publications. His works contain page 
after page and volume after volume of detailed descriptions 
called from his documents. This was the familiar inductive 
method that characterized so much of the work of Spencer 
and Tylor. 

‘Frazer did not employ any canons of internal evidence 
for evaluating field material, as did ‘Tylor, but he is sup- 
posed to have examined the credentials of any reporter very 
carefully. He also published and circulated a pamphlet, 
“Questions on the Manners, Customs, Religions, Super- 
sitions ete, of Uncivilized or Semi-Civilized Peoples,” 
which was designed to guide field workers and travelers in 
iciting useful information from primitive societies for 
him, As a result of this pamphlet Frazer carried on a large 
and steady correspondence with informants from all over 
the world, He was always much more interested in reports 
of direct observation than in speculative ideas concerning 
primitive cultures, 

ager was never very interested in theories, includin 
yen. He says in the third edition of The Golden Bough; 
is the fate of theories to be washed away 
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am not so presumptuous as to expect or desire for mine 
n exemptas drom Ше ommon IOE hold them all very 
Чу, and have used them chiefly as convenient pega on 
tick fo hang my collection of facts” Malinownk sd Oat 
ile raze] loved additions to his live world: the drama 
of human exlatence; He disliked any surgery done upon 
this word by the theoretical etch?” Malinowski went 
fn to claim that ethnologieal fi work waa under the spell 
of Frazer's suggestions for fifty years Tn a letter to i 
Balan Spence, the great eld worker of Central Aus 
tralia, Prazer wrote: Works such as yours. « «will have 
permanent vale Book ike mine merely speculative 
tele superseded sooner or later (the sooner the better for 
Ue sake of truth) by better inductions bated on fuller 
knowledges books like yours, containing records of мег. 
‘ations will ever be superseded.” 
"The one great generalization that emerged for 
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from his masses of documents was ‘the essential similarity 
in the working of the less developed human mind among all, 
races, which corresponds to the essential similarity in their 
bodily frame and anatomy.” In one place (in Spirits of 
the Corn and of the Wild), Frazer attributes certain re- 








skins.” This adherence tothe principle of “psychic unity” 
tought Frazer right ino line withthe comparative school 
of evolutionists, and he became one of its most famous ad- 
‘ocates. His close agreement with Tylor is evident in the 
following passage: “modern researches into the early his 
tory of man, conducted on different lines, has 

with almost irresistible force on the conclusion that all 
civilized races have at some period oF other emerged from 
‘esate of savagery resembling more or less closely the state 
in which many backward races have continued to the pres- 
ent time and thet, long after the majority of men in a 
community have ceased to think and act like savages, not 
‘few traces of the old ruder modes of life and thought 
survive in the habits and institutions of the people.” Like 

















‘Tylor, Frazer was not a slave to the idea of independent 
origins of culture traits and admitted the possibility of 
‘diffusion, Downie heard him say once: “No one pretends 
that Christianity originated in Scotland: it reached there 
by diffusion.” On the whole, however, Frazer built his 
theories on prychological rather than on histor i 

and he remained a determined evoluti 

Frazer was not, however, ih follower of Tylor. 
His most significant d from Tylor was his denial 
of primitive man's rationality—a fundamental idea in 
Туй» work. Frazer primitive man looks at 
‘the world from such a totally different point of view from 
un, that what seems simple and obvious to us almost cer- 
tainly did not seem so to him; and vice versa what seems 

ple and obvious to him is almost always so entirely 

mote from our ways of thought that we should never have 
dreamed of it. Accordingly, any explanations of the origin 
of religion or society which commend themselves to us 
‘entirely agreeable to reason and probability ought always, 
in my opinion, to be regarded with the greatest di 
‘Their inherent probability (from our point of view) is 
strong presumption against them.” Frazer's picture of 
primitive man was much diferent from Tylor's “primitive 

philosopher,” who, given a premise, could make rational 

leductions, Superstition was the guiding force in Frazer's 
primitive man, 

‘Frazer's two most important anthropological works are 
‘The Golden Bough and Totemiom and Exogamy. Of these, 
the first is the better known and has had the most far-reach 
ing influence. Malinowski has called it “perhaps the greatest 
зенне Обуииу і moder humanism; Maret has named 
it “that golden treasury of stories for grown-up children” 
and states that The Golden Bough has become “part of 
hat every schoolboy knows, and what every gentleman 
rust at lent have forgotten.” 

_ Since Frazer had litle regard for theoretical formula- 
tions, many of his specific theories concerning the Golden 
Bough myth are quite naive. One gets the impression that 
Frazer did not care whether they were taken seriously or 



















































James Fraser 
not. As for his general theoretical orientation, Frazer Was, 
of course, an evolutionist and a firm believer in the com- 
parative method. He accepted the assumptions and implica- 
tions of the theory and method of evolution with few 
reservations and did not even trouble to state his theoretical 
or methodological position in any definite way. 

By the time of the third edition of The Golden Bough 
Frazer admitted what was obvious all along:, that his ex- 

ication of the Golden Bough myth was just a dramatic 
ice for setting forth all the information he had gathered 
on primitive thought and culture, He say Gin the, third 

i) of the priest of Nemi, the central figure in the 
шуй, її Чи, бо, (г ай Че quaint garb e wears and 
the gravity with which he stalks across the stage, is merely 
a puppet, and it is time to unmask him.” Nevertheless it 
would seem to have been impossible to present the ideas 
in The Golden Bough outside of the framework of the 
myth. 

"The myth to be explained concerned the rule of priestly 
succession at the sacred grove of Diana at Nemi, in the 
Alban hills of Italy. The lake (Nemi) and the grove were 
sometimes known as the lake and grove of Arica, after a 
town some three miles away. The Priest-King of this sacred 
grove spent his time with drawn sword around a certain 
fre jn the grove, constantly on guard, He had suceeded 
to his title by murdering his predecessor with a sprig of 
the mistletoe bough which grew high up on the tree, and 
he, in turn, was destined to be murdered by a successful 
challenger in the same manner, He defended himself suo- 
cessfully only во long as his powers of awareness, skill, and 
strength suffered no deterioration, as soon as he started to 
tip, he was ordered and the murderer reigned in hi 

Frazer became fascinated by this myth and set out to 
spire ra gargs ey why bd Dion's poet at 
Nemi, the King of the Wood, to slay his predecestor? зес- 
ond, why before doing so had he to pluck the branch of a 
certain tree which the public opinion of the ancients iden- 

cd with Virgil's Golden Bough?” 





















































‘The Golden Bough answers these questions under seven 
main headings, taking up twelve volumes, 

in the fst part, The Magic drt and the Evolution of 
Kings, Frazer makes his famous distinction between magic 
and religion which glorified man's capacity 
for selfefacement. 

“According to Frazer, magie is a kind of pseud 
and preudosect by which primitive man attempts to 
ulate nature. Te is founded on his recognition of tho uni- 
formity of nature, in which he is right; and on hi 
interpretation of this uniformity as being due to the 
similarity of causes and. effets, in which he is wrong. 
Prazer called this principle of magic the Lav of Similarity. 
‘The other principle of magie on which primitive man relies 

led the Law of Contact or Contagion. It is based 
a that things which have once been in contact will 
tontinie to act on each other at a distance. Frazer included 
both of these principles of magic under the heading of 
“Sympathetic Magic,” because. they both assume that 
‘things act on each other at distance through a “secret 
sympathy” transmitted through an invisible medium by 
means of an impulse“ All magical rites are applications of 
hese magical principles: primitive man believes that the 
xules of his magical art (which are based on his own associa- 
tion of ideas) are identical withthe laws of nature and that 
his performance of a certain act will result in the connected 
event in nature. Thus the savage believes that he may de- 
stroy or injure another person by constructing an image of 
him and destroying or injuring the image, 

“All magical ceremonies, rites, and spells are based on 

i ic Tn its unadulterated 














































of no fickle and wayward being: he abases himself before 
no awful deity.” He alone wields the power to control the 
world; but he must conform rigidly to the rules; no mis 













Newtonian mechani, Hraer had here & 
енне century. 
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take is allowed, The order of nature must be followed pre- 








ge of magie in primitive cultures would nat- 
portant social consequences. The balance o 
Social power would shift from the many to the one as certain 
txceptona individuals asvumed the role of tribal magician, 
tnd eventually, king. Here, Prazer believed, were the be: 
ginning of vocal supremacy and individual claim- neo- 
Sisary development n the evolution of man, "The change, 
Saya Tylor, “was on the whole very benecial. Por ет 
ol monarchy appears to be an esential condition of the 
emergence of mankind from, savagery.” The blesing was 
ixed one, but necessary: “The general result iı that at 
this stage of social evolution the supreme power tends to 
fal ints te Bando of ten of the ketnent ikteligenee and 
the most unscrupulous character. If we could balance the 
harm they do by their Knavery against the benefits they 
confer by ther superior sagacity, it might well be found 
that the good greatly outweighed the evil. Far more mis- 
haa probably been wrought in the world by honest 

fools in high places than by inteligent таз” 
Religion is based on an entirely different, in fact, op- 
posite, idea from magie: “By religion,” Frazer sayn cT 


















of nature and human life.” In religion the 
ception of the uniformity of 4 
trolling powers сап be propitiated, entreated, persuaded, 
bribed, and intimidated to alter the course of natural and 
human events, According to Frazer, religion could emerge 
only after man had advanced to a state of higher intel- 
ligence in which he would be able to recognize his own 
impotence, ‘hus religion must have succeeded magie in 
man's evolution, 

‘As the idea of powers superior to man evolved (in re- 
ligion) there arose sacred leaders, or kings, who were en- 
дожей Бу the people with divine powers. Very often they 
were identified with the forces of nature, such as vegetation 
‘and fertility; or with the objects of nature, such as the 














, the moon, the forest. According to Frazer, the 
King st Nemi and the Goddess Diana were nature 
this order. As King and Queen of the wood, they were re- 
sponsible for the welfare of the people, and their union Wı 
Particularly essential for the fertility of earth, beast, an 


ince, as Prazer puts it, the f the Priest- 
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are expressed largely in the form of taboos, the subject 
of part two of T'he Golden Bough, entitled Taboo and the 
Perils of the Soul. 

“The main object of taboos being to preserve the life of 
the divine king, the taboos enacted must be based on a 
definite conception of life and death. Frazer follows Tylor 
here and features the soul, or mannikin as the principle 
of life for primitive man. The following quote from Frazer 
shows how closely, almost literally, he followed Tylors 
theory of the primitive soul: “This mannikin is of « thin, 
‘unvubstantial nature, though not so impalpable but that 
it may cause displacement on entering a physical object, 
‘and it can fit quickly from place to place; itis temporarily 
absent from the body in sleep, trance and disease, and per- 
manently absent after death.” The taboos which protected 
the life, or soul, of the god-maan were also effective for the 
‘ordinary man. But for the ordinary man the observance of 
taboos is let to his choice; while for the god-man, the 
taboos are enforced under the penalty of his dismissal or 
‘ven death, The entire community depends on the god-man 
for its health and survival and makes every effort to post- 
pone his deterioration and death. 

‘The elaborate concern for the well-being of the Priest- 
King of Nemi appears, at first glance, to conflict with the 
demand that the King must be murdered by his succes- 
tor. In The Dying God, part three of The Golden 
Bough, Frazer shows that these two directives are comple- 
mentary. 

He discovered from his study of primitive societies that 
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in many cases, the king was put to death by his people or 
ended Ws own life, according to xed custom. This usually 
occurred as the king was getting old and beginning to lose 
his powers, A common symptom of his failing was found in 
reduced sexual power, T, ns Frare believed, the prosperity 
of the people of a society was seen by them to be tied, by 
утрау! to the power and, expecially, the virility of 
the king, then his enfecblement would affect them all, The 
cattle would grow to reproduce, the crops 
















By slaying ‘at the moment before he began to fail 
his soul could be liberated at the time ofits greatest power 
‘and could past by descent or transmission, to à successor. 
‘This, Frazer thought, was the idea behind the scheme of 
priestly succession at Nemi, 

‘Adonis, Atts, Osiris constituted the fourth part of The 
Golden Bough, and it was an especially eloquent elabora- 
tion and documentation of most of the preceding ideas 
which were mainly from the mythology, folklore, and re- 
Jigious literature of the Eastern Mediterranean. Tt at- 
tempted to trace the development of man’s attempt to 
understand and control nature, first through magic and 
then through the worship of gods and goddesses whose lives 
were thought to be associated with the forces of nature. The 
{importance of vegetation and the change of seasons was 
the key to most of this worship. Adonis, Attis, and Osiris 
were seen as great gods of vegetation whose deaths and 
resurreetions were connected with the change of seasons 
and the concomitant growth and decay of vegetat 

In part five, Spirits of the Corn and of the Wild, Frazer 
pursued the general theme of the preceding. part (the iden- 
tifcation of the deaths and resurrections of deities with 
the phases of vegetation) among other religions and peo- 

les An emphasis was placed on the similarity of custom 

tween East and West; the similarity being attributed to 
finer саш acting on the similar constitution of the 

The Scapegoat, part six, is a sequel to The Dying God. 
It finds the origin of the scapegoat phenomenon in the 









































primitive belief that evil spirits ean be transferred from 
{the suffering body to other objects, animate and inanimate, 
j iment thnory of Tylor'a. Frazer 
in the belief of primitive peo- 
sles that the es ire community could be trans- 
ferred to an individual, whose sacrificial death would then 
relieve the community ofits accumulated distress. Tt would 
фе natural, and economical, thought Frazer, for people to 
slay the “Dying God” for this purpose as well as for the 
reservation of his postive powers through the release of 
is soul, 

In Balder the Beautiful, the concluding section, Frazer 
brings together the arguments of the preceding’ sections 
for a final interpretation of the Golden Bough myth. 
(Balder was a Scandinavian god who was invulnerable to 
destruction, except by the bough of mistletoe with which 
he was finally slain.) In Frazer's hypothesis, the sacred 
oak tree represented Balder, and the evergreen mistletoe 
represented his soul. That the mistletoe was the seat of 
life for the oak was rendered credible by the fact that when 
the oak sheds its leaves, the mistletoe retains its fresh, green 
foliage. It was necessary, therefore, that the mistletoe be 
removed from the oak before the god the tree oak repre- 
sented could dle, fulfilling the role of both the Dying God 
and the Scapegoat. Frazer believed that the King of the 
Wood at Nemi presented a parallel to Balder the Beautiful 
and that he was the human embodiment of the great Ttalian 
sky-god, Jupiter, who came down from the sky to dwell 
in the mistletoe bough of the sacred oak in the wood of 
Diana, the sky-queen and wife of Jupiter. ‘The King of the 
Wond ir thus charged with the protection of Jupiter's life 

his own, and must 































sacrificed when his powers 





‘The explanation ofthe Golden Bough myth was, as has 
been stated, only incidental to the meaning and value of 
the entire work, It served asa convenient scaffold on which 
to reconstruct the evolution of human thought and custom. 
That evolution showed a gradual development through ages 
of magic, religion, and science; science being a return to 
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‘the magical stage—only this time equipped with the cor- 
rect premises and techniques. 

As to the benefits, present and future, of civilized man’s 
science, Frazer seems undecided. In one place he says: “Tt 
is probably not too much to say that the hope of progress 
moral and intellectual as well ag material—in the future 
ix bound up with the fortunes of science, and that every 
‘obstacle placed in the way of scientific discovery is a wrong 

Tn other places he, stress the relentless 
destruction overtaking man and the impotence of his “puny 
hande” to do anything about it, And yet in other pice 
he evinces a wistful concern over the demise of religion: 

nature of personality 
of an orderly series 
şenses, we find it hard to put ourselves 
in the place of the ‘to whom the same impressions 
‘appear in the guise of spirits or the handiwork of spirits. 
‘For ages the army of spirits, once so near, has been reced- 
ing farther and farther from us, banished by the magic 
wand of science from hearth and home, from rained сеп 
and ivied tower, from haunted glade and lonely mere, from 
the riven murky cloud that belches forth the lightning, 
and from those fairer clouds that pillow the silvery moon 
or fret with flakes of burning red the golden eve. The spirits 
аге gone even from their last stronghold in the sky, whose 
blue arch no longer passes, except with children, for the 
screen that hides from mortal eyes the glories of the 
eestil world. Only in poeta’ dreams or impassioned fights 
of oratory is it given to catch a glimpse of the last flutter 
of the standards of the retreating host, to hear the bent of 
their invisible wings, the sound of their mocking laughter, 
‘or the swell of angel music dying away in the distance.” 
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In four large volumes Frazer also turned his atten 
to the institutions of totemism and exogamy. Totemism 
kinship organization based on identifeation with a pa 
ticular type of natural or artificial object—usually a plant 
or animal—and exogamy is a social preseription to marry 
outside one’s social group. 












Prior to the publication of Totemism and Ezogamy 
(1910) Frazer had regarded totemism as genetically re- 
lated to exogamy. He discards the idea in this work and 
states that although they often appear together they have 
fan independent origin. His emphasis, however, is on the 
cases where they do appear together, whatever their ulti- 
mate origins, 

Frazer defines totemism a “an intimate relation which 
is supposed to exist between a group of kindred people on 
the ome nide and a apacios of natural or artifcial objects 
on the other side, which objects are called the totems of 
the human group.” Frazer insisted that the relation of an 
individual to his totem was always one of friendship and 
kinship, where equality and/or identification were com- 
plete, Thus totemism, in its pure form, should not be in- 
terpreted as a religion, since religion always implies the 
relationship of an individual toa superior power, or powers 
Frazer had previously identified totemism with religion an 
‘warned his readers not to repeat the error. Although totem- 
ism had, in some cases, developed into religion, because of 
the worship of anthropomorphie deities with animals and 
plants as their attributes, Frazer warned against assuming 
that this was normally or necessarily the case, The chief 
function of totemism, says Frazer, has been to knit men 
together in social groups so that collective action and 
responsibility are made possible, He considered this an im- 
portant service to the “cause of civilization,” where prog- 
ress depends “on the cordial co-operation of men in society, 
on their mutual trust and good-will, and on their readiness 
to subordinate their personal interests to the interests of 
the community.” 

Frazer advanced, at one time or another, three distinct 
theories regarding the origin of totemism. As a believer in 
the “psychic unity of mankind,” he was convinced that 
totemism must have arisen substantially in the same way 
among all peoples. and, that therefore a. satisfactory ex- 
planation of its origin in one place could be asserted uni- 
Versally. His first theory supposed that the totem arose 
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deposited his soul in some object, such 
{is a plant or animal, for safe-keeping. Losing track of 
‘which particular plant or animal held his soul, the individ 
tual would have an investment in the entire species and tend 
to become ider 
Frazer that the theory was untenable. His second theory, 
which was suggested by the work of Baldwin Spencer and 
F, J. Gillen in Australia, supposed that totemism was con- 
ly designed as a magical implementation of economie 
life. A tribe was thought to be organized into totemic clans, 
where each clan was responsible, through magical manipu- 
Intion, for insuring a good supply of its species for the 
consumption of the community. Frazer eventually rejected 
this theory as implying rational motivations beyond the 
grasp of м 

‘Frazer's third and final theory, known as the “concep- 
tional theory of totemism,” held that the totemic member- 
ship of a child was determined by the fancies of the mother 
at the moment she felt the first movement of the child within 
her. Tt rested on the assumption that, being ignorant of 
the causes of childbirth, the mother believed that the child 
entered her body at the time its presence was first felt, In 
looking for an external cause of the entrance of the child, 
the mother was likely to fasten onto something which she 
had seen or felt immediately before “conception.” ‘This 
could, of course, be an animal, a plant, a stone, or whatever, 
‘This object was then believed to have been the residence of 
it of the child. This, according to Frazer, was the 
factual belief of all the peoples of Central and Northern 
Australia who had been studied. For Frazer this theory 
‘accounted very well for the individual's complete identifi- 
estion with the totem (the essence of totemism for Frazer) 
because, as Frazer explains, the individual “believed himself 
to be the very thing, whet l, a plant, or what 
not, which had entered h romb at conception 
and had issued from it at childbirth.” Thus, the ultimate 
source of totemism was to be found in the primitive’s ignor- 
ance of paternity and a natural curiosity about the sub- 

































































ject. Originally, then, the totem was an individual 
acquirement; later, for probably several reasons, it tended 
to become hereditary. 

J. P. McLennan, a disputatious and boldly speculative 
Seottish lawyer, was the first to draw attention to the im- 
portance of both totemism and exogamy. He advanced no 
Theory of the origin of totemism, but he had a definite iden 
about the origin of exogamy. He believed that it originated 
Тп ће practice of bride-capture, which was made necessary 
by the scarcity of women in some tribes due to female in- 
fanticide, The practice of female infanticide was attributed 
to the fact that, being unable to support all of its children, 
‘tribe would kil the females because of their inferiority in 
providing food and fighting hostile tribes. The scarcity of 
Women would lead to either polyandry in one’s own tribe 
or exogamy, through bride-capture from other tribes. 
Frazer rejected this theory on the ground that female in- 
fanticide occured chiefly among advanced tribes, much 
further along the evolutionary scale than exogamy. Frazer 
also argued that a consistent preponderance of males over 
females, for whatever reason, could not be shown. 

Frazer turned to the theory of Edward Westermarck, 
who held that exogamy originated out of an instinctive 
aversion to marriage and sexual intercourse between indi- 
viduals who had lived together from youth, and who were 
usually, but not necessarily, closely related in kin. West- 
ermarek explained this aversion as one resulting from the 
processes of natural selection, which eliminated the issue 
of consanguineous marriages’ because of their supposed 
genetic weakness, According to J. F. McLennan, the primi- 
tive people were, of course, un 
their instinct could not 
tions and local relations. Frazer asked at this point ho 
came about that this local exogamy developed into kinship 






































ally 
the famous evolutio 
ship. Frazer states that “Unlike the other writers, whose 
hypotheses have been set forth, Morgan lived for many 
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lem his practical familiarity 
'a decided advantage over enquirers who had no 
Fh fest-hand knowledge of е ви аюв му Висш? 

‘Morgan's theory rested on one of his basic postulates: 
the promiscuity of primitive man. “Primitive 
promiscuity,” as it came to be known, had not been observed 
Among any contemporary primitive peoples, and was ad- 
mittedly only an inference. Morgan, a morally righteous 
and devout Christian, believed that sexual promiscuity was 
the first conceivable stage of human society. Exogamy, ac- 
cording to Morgan, was instituted “as a reformatory move- 
ment to break up the inter-marriage of blood relatives, and 
particularly of brothers and ster, hy compelling them to 
marry out of the tribe. . . ” Frazer believed this to be 
“the true key to the whole system of exogamy.” He went 
gn to shor, by reference to the Australian aborigines, the 
increasing complexity of exogamy, ranging from an orig 
inal bisection (the “two-class system”) through to more 
bisections (the “four-class” and “eight-class systems). 
The firt would prevent the marriage of siblings, the second 
the marriage of parents and children, and the third the 
sections were deliberately instituted to prevent the marriage 
of near kin. He says: “no other human institution bears 
the impress of deliberate design stamped on it more clearly 
than the exogamous classes of the Australian Aborigines.” 
He even employs Paleys familiar argument here by adding 
that “To suppose that they have originated through a series 
of undesigned coincidences. . , is to tax our credulity al- 
most as heavily as it would be to suppose thatthe complex 
machinery of a watch has come together without human 
design by a mere fortuitous concourse of atoms... 2” Tt 



























should be noted, however, that Frazer says in other places 
‘hat, for example, it too often happens 
‘hat the effects which an institution really brings about 
are by no means those which it was designed to accomplish.” 

‘Frazer believed that group marriages commonly followed 
the institution of two exogamous classes and gradually 
evened into individual marriage: “Thu the history of 
exogamy may be compared to a series of concentric rings 
placed successively one within the other, each of lesser cir- 
‘cumference than its predecessor and each consequently it~ 
ccumseribing within narrower bonds the freedom of the 
individuals whom it encloses, The outermost ring includes 
‘all the women of the tribe; the innermost ring includes one 
‘woman only. The first ring represents promiscuity ; the last 
ring represents monogamy.” 

‘As for the postulated avers 
tions—the basic premise of the entire argument—Frazer 
offers no satisfactory explanation. He says, “We do not 
know and itis dificult even to guess.” He does go on to do 
some guessing about the real or imagined effects on sterility 
‘of such unions, but does not seem at all satisfied with the 
‘explanation, He concludes by saying, “What they abhorred 
was really evil; what they preferred was really good,” even 
though it was based on some superstitious or crude notion 
of causation. 














ın to incestuous sex rela- 

















тт в тй ему to determine Frazer's reputation in the hi 
tory of anthropology. Estimates of his work range all the 
way from “learned nonsense” (G. E. Smith) to “the great- 
txt anthropologist of our age” (Dh. Malinowski), Everyone 
ie agreed however, on the great influence, for good or bad, 
that he has had on the layman's interest in anthropology. 
His humor, clarity and eloquent style, always free of 

gon, had much to do with the wide audience he gained for 
his writings, The following excerpt is a good example of 
the way in which Frazer won the interest of so many 
People: “In North Germany, if a ghost persistently 
intrudes on your premises, you can get rid of him very 
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ply. You have only to throw a sack over him, and 
faving thos bugged hin to walk of with your sack to some 
other place and there empty it out, having frst explained 
to the ghost the exact bounds which you wish him Ù keep. 
Of course no sooner ie your back turned than the ghost 
starta for home too.” Frazer was a master at constructing 
nue ike this witha few simple sentences. 

‘But Frasers fence was surely more than this, Maret 
gives an interesting account of Frazers reception by ofl- 

I anthropology. According to Maret, the anthropolo- 
gists were inclined to stand aloof upon the publication of 
fhe et edition of Phe Golden Bough (1800): Maret char- 
acterized them as asking: “. . , had he hobnobbed with 
cannibals, had he measured heade at the risk of his owm 

fact, spent a single working day outside the four 

20 na to learn how to discriminate between 

lamp and the genuine reek of uncultivated 

humanity?” By the time of the second edition, however, 

the pioneer field work in Australia of Sir Baldwin Spencer 

And P. J. Gillen had been received with universal acclama- 

on, and their work supported many of Frazer's conten. 

tions, especially the irrationality of savage life. Thun în 

claiming this Geld work, the anthropologists were largely 
committed toa favorable opinion of Frasers work. 

Frazer had a great infiuence among the anthropologists 
sd workers led felda until classical evolutionism m 
Anthropology fell into disrepute. As a representative of 
fhis school, his work suffered a severe criticlom from which 
it has never recovered in oficial anthropology. One of the 
more generous opinions of Frazer among Amerie anthro: 
Pologista comes from R. H. Lowie who states that his 
"per place is inthe tony of lh tertare end 
of influ lates of олоро Kroeber mnd Her- 
Sovita, in thee recent surveys of Anthropology hard 
mention Frazer, although Herskovits refers to Frazer's 
work on totemism as a “monumental study.” 

Malinowski has, in comparatively recent years, been the 
foremost champion of Frazer as an anthro 
cording to Malinowski, “The vastness of the problems, the 
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human interest and the dramatic beauty of anthropological 
facts were brought home to scholars and laymen alike by 
the monumental works of Sir James Frazer.” Malinowski 
cites the “spiritual guidance of Frazer” in the field work 
of such pioneers as Fison and Howitt; Baldwin Spencer 
and F. J. Gillen; A. C. Haddon, W. H. R, Rivers, ©. G. 
Seligman, C. 8. Myers; Junod, Roscoe, Smith, Dale, Tor. 
day, and Rattray. He claims that the anthropological 
work of Freud and the French Schoot of Durkheim, Hu- 
bert, Mauss, and Levy-Bruhl would have been unthinkable 
without the inspiration and achievements of Frazer, In 
Germany, Malinowski mentions Wundt and Thurnwald as 
benefiting from Frazer's work; and ia England, he claims 
that Westermarck, Crawley, Gilbert Murray, Jane Han 
son, Sidney Hartland, and Andrew Lang have taken “their 
cues and orientation from Frazer—whether they agree 0 
disagree with him.” He points to the importance of Frazer 
work in history, psychology, philosophy, and ethics, and 
names Anatole France, Bergson, Toynbee, and Spengler 
as having been influenced by him. 

Most of Frazer's specife theories, such as the develop- 
ment of magic and religion and the origin and development 
of totemism, are untenable today; but the mass of data he 
collected stil stands as an imposing monument. Marett 
‘paid the highest compliment possible to Frazer's collection 
of data by stating in 1914, with reference to criticisms of 
Frazer's theories, that “. .' if he cannot be convicted out 
of his own mouth, the thing is not to be managed at all.” 
He goes on to say that “To Dr. Frazer, who has laboured 
to such splendid purpose, our deepest gratitude is due; for 
Èy tho magie of lsa Pen he has made the myriad facta liver 
0 that they tell their own tale, and we are left free to read 
their meaning as our several tastes and temperaments 
dictate.” 

‘Today, even Frazer's material is seldom used by anthro- 
ogists, partly on account of its unwieldy presentation 
Which makes any systematic search for specific cultural 
data prohibitive, and partly because much of the field work 
from which it was taken has been discredited or super- 
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seded. Also, some claim, as does Goldenweiser, that “Prazer 
displays a curious suggestibility towards the opinions of 
those who furnish him with facts required by his theories.” 
But whether Brazer is guilty of this to a greater degree 
than any other worker, past or present, seems a moot ques- 
tion. ‘Those anthropologists who, paradoxically, seem to 
have little sense or appreciation of the history of anthro- 
pology and dismiss or ignore Frazer ns a contributor to 
their fild, might well consider Frazer's admonition to those 
‘of his day who dismissed the efforts of previous workers: 
“The amount of new knowledge which one age, certainly 
which one man, ean add to the common store is small, and 
it argues stupidity or dishonesty, besides i 

ignore the heap while vaunting the few grains which it may 
have been our privilege to add to it.” 

Tn an address to Frazer in 1921, A. E. Housmar 
The Golden Bough: “There they find learning mat 
literature, labour disguised in ease, and a museum of dark 
and uncouth superstitions invested with the charm of a 
truly sympathetic magic. There you have gathered, for 
the admonition of a proud and oblivious race, the scattered 
and fading relics of its foolish childhood, whether with- 
drawn from our view among savage folk and in distant 
countries, or lying unnoticed at our doors. The forgotten 
milestones of the road which man has travelled, the mazes 
‘and blind alleys of his appointed progress through time, 
fare illuminated by your art and genius, and the strangest 
of remote and ancient things are brought near to the minds 
and hearts of your contemporaries.” 






































EMILE DURKHEIM 
ONE MUST CHOOSE 


ex mutex Dunant’ fellow students and pro- 
WV fessor at Ecole Normale Supérieure nicknamed him 
The Metaphysician, they made a prophetic misjudgmenty 
for Durkheim became one of the great destroyers of al 
metaphysical systems 

‘Although sensitive, intelligent, delicate, and sloof—the 
essential traita of a metaphysicinn Durkheim fought des 
Peratsly against social alienation, for himself and for ali 
mmen. He was convinced that the social interdependence of 
Enis va he realty ad ve gly offen ile 



















[P for Durkheim asthe Spit 
ty.” AN metaphysical system-religious and 
je projections af mana everyday life 
inherently a social one, The grent 
implication in Durkheima work îs that man alone or, more 
precisely, men together direct ther own fortunes: His work 
toi fe weep dicted to tat ble 
Jarkeim was barn Apri 6, 1658, at Epinal (Vosges), 
in Lorraine province, the descendant of а а lite of rab 
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bis, At an early age he began to prepare for the rabbinate 
and studied the Old "Testament, the "Talmud, and the He- 
brew language and history. He abandoned these interests 
carly in his life, but in the latter part of his career as a 
Sociologist religion became the subject of one of his most 
daring studies. He would often remind people that he was, 
after all, the son of a rabbi, 

‘Durkheim was always a brilliant student, At hib frst 
school, the Collàge d'Epinal, he was put ahead of his class 

ezn mes and won academie contesta with eaae. He vag 
fenstive, delicate, and very keen, traits which persist 
throughout his life, He decided to become a teacher and 
went to Paris to study at the Lycée Louis-le-Grand in order 
to prepare for admission to the Eole Normale Supérieure. 
After three years of preparation he entered the Ecole 
Normale Supérieure in 1879. He was now twenty-one and 
quite mature in appearance and mind. He was extremely 
intense and serious, even solemn. These traits, along with 
a bushy beard and mustache, earned him the name of The 
Metaph 

Durkheim found the Ecole Normale Supéri 
ting but uncongenial. The strong emphasis there on a 
shetorical humanism conflicted with Durkheim’s tough- 
minded concern for what he considered to be serious, press- 
ing problems for society. The solutions to these problems 
did not, Durkheim was convinced, lie in pretty words or 
mystical ecstasy. According to Durkheim, the methods of 
Aclence and practical, co-operative endeavor in empirical 
enterprises must form the basis for any kind of diagnos 
and treatment of society, and these remained unshakable 
tenets all his life, He never wavered from this position at 

re and was always outspoken 
































‘Phe stimulation and influence of 
Supérieure was due to Durkheim's close association with 
a few brilliant classmates and professors. ‘The historian, 
Fustel de Coulanges, and the philosopher, Emile Boutroux, 
were especially influential in the shaping of his interests, 
From Boutroux he gained an interest in scientific method- 





logy and a general taste for critical analysis, ‘Three 
title wine ports pecially infeed Durden ot 
this time were Renouvier, Kant, and Comte 

Toward the end of his studies at the Ecole Normale 
Supérieure (around 1882), Durkheim decided to become a 
sociologist. His aim was to study social phenomena with all 
the rigorous objectivity of the scientific disciplines, Harry 
Alpert, Durkheim's biographer, attributes his decision to a 
dissatisfaction with the dilettantism of philosophy at the 
time and, on the positive ide, to а deter 
practica! cont 
struggling Third Repul 
France there arose, according to many, th 
foundation for moral solidarity in place of religion and 
‘the church. Durkheim believed that a scientific analysis and 































evaluation of the phenomena of social life would be neces- 








the radical political changes that had taken pl 
set himself to that job. His philosophy was always guided 

practical consequences it would have on social and 
tial life, and he insisted that any philosophy must al- 
ways have practical application. 

Durkheim was appointed Professor of Philosophy at 
yete of Sens in 1882 and served in that position until 
1887, In 1885 he made a formal entry into the field as a col- 
Iaborator on Ribot’s Reoue Philosophique, By 1886 he had 
made the first formulation of his theory of social solidarity 
‘and social evolution, By 1887 he was recognized in the field 
as an outstanding sociologist and began his thirty-year 
university career. At the University of Bordeaux a course 
in the social sciences was created for him—the first offic 
recognition in France of the social sciences. 

Та 1807 Durkheim organized the Année sociologique. 
Many consider this immediately successful project as his 
greatest service to sociology. Its twelve volumes eventual 
Covered the years from 1808 to 1914. Tt presented special. 
ined monographs, many on the cultures of illiterate peoples, 
‘and made annual surveys of the work and literature of the 
social sciences, Durkheim gathered a group of brilliant men 
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around him for this project, and they made a detailed and 
critical analysis of much of the sociological and anthropo- 
fogical literature. ‘The Année sociologique became an im 
portant source for original, empirical investigation and also 
Served as a lively forum for current theoretical discussion 
its motto became “The Unity of the Social Sciences an 
Specificity of Research.” Tt was always a collective enter- 
prise, employing many of the best workers in the various 
{pecialized fields, The major headings ofits great range of 
subjects were: General Sociology, Juridicial and Moral 
Sociology, Religious Sociology, and ‘The Social Conditions 
of Thought. 

Durkheim exerted great influence as a teacher. Alpert 
states that he was considered by his students as “one of the 
great heroes of human thought.” He brought to his stu- 
Gents a great wealth of subject matter and a profound, 
critical acumen in the treatment of the material, This, along 
with a persuasive eloquence and a devoted enthusiasm, made 
him an outstanding and popular teacher. 




















‘Durkheim, like Herbert Spencer, inherited genius, 
its inevitable consequence, isolation. Spencer glorified iso- 
tion and made “individualism” the principle of life and 
all of nature—organie and inorganic, Durkheim, with the 

ume inheritance, fought isolation and made “soci 

lidarity” the principle of human life, He deplored the 
‘ult of originality” that was so popular at his time. 
Although he did not have the physical constitution or the 
‘temperament for it, he drove himself to action in the prac- 
tica] world. He took many stands on the current problems 
in education, politics, and social reform. 

Durkheim was intensely patriotic. At the outset of the 
тин World War he devoted himself to education and prop- 
‘agenda related to the war effort, As n lecturer and writer 
sd in what he called “moral refreshment,” both for 
‘troops and the people at home. He accepted an official 
potion with the government during this tine and was 

mown for his motto: “Patience, Effort, Confidence.” 

Tough and brave as he tried to be in the practical world, 






































his essential delicacy could not withstand personal tragedy. 
His son André, promising student in sociology, was 
‘wounded twice in the war and died in 1915. Durkheim could 
not get over the sorrow of his son's death. Fe even forbade 
his friends to mention the boy in his presence. He became 
seriously ill in December, 1016 and knew he was dying. He 
made one lst effort to complete a large work in the field of 
Мк, but died on November 18, 1917, with much of his 
contemplated work unfinished, 

Durkheim is commonly called the heir of Comte and a 
positivist. Parsons, Benoit-Smullyan, Bristol, Bougle, and 
thera take this as'n commonplace; only Alpert is clined 
to dispute it. Alpert states that Durkheim was probably 
not as indebted to Comte as is generally believed and that 
Durkheim objected to being called а positivist, T£ positivism 
be taken in the general sense as the doctrine which holds 
that the social sciences should adopt the spirit and, as far 
as possible, the methods of the physical sciences, then 
Durkheim was beyond any doubt a positivist, If taken in 
the strict sense as that school which will admit only the 
observations of the senses in the formulation of scientifi 
explanation, then Durkheim was not, in practice, a posi- 
tivist. 

‘At the very least, Durkheimn held that human and soci 
phenomena must be included within the unity of nature, 
and as such, are in principle subject to statements of 
general law. Here, Durkheim believed that Comte and 
Spencer, among others, were on the right track. As ex 

Of “necessary and legitimate sociological spe 

isms,” Durkheim cites the works of Maine (Juristie 

tory), Pustel de Coulanges (history), Schmoller and 
Buchon (economics), Prichard, Waitz, Morgan, McLennan, 
and others (anthropology), A. H. Post and Steinmetz 
(comparative ethics), Tylor, Robertson Smith, Frazer, 
Hartina (comparative ligion and folklore), Lazarni 
‘and Steinthal (comparative psychology), Quetelet (soci 
Яш), Нана (вос geography), 

A conscious attempt to found a “social physica” ean be 
found earlier than the eighteenth century in Hobbes (1588- 
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1679), but the idea was not seriously considered until the 
eighteenth century, when the implications of the Newtonian 
Selence were being discussed, ofa 
adical reconstruction of the institutions of Western So- 
ciety. Ths reconstruction, which was character 
emergence of the business spirit and the 
doubtedly had much to do with the eres 
ences during that period. 
France, of course, was conspicuous during this revolu- 
tionary period, and ns a child of these revolutions, Durk- 
heim wa born into a period when the faith in reason and 
in the order of nature and social progress was still strong. 
One is reminded here of Herbert Spencer, who was es- 
Пу influenced by the same historical developments. 
ll be seen, was much indebted to Spencer 
ied him strongly), and Spencers ideas 
‘the later part of the nine- 
























(оц 
жеге very popular in France 
teenth century. 

“Another important idea which Durkheim inherited was 
the French idea of progress. The history of this idea 
France can be hastily drawn from Turgot (1727-1781) 
through Condorcet (1748-1794) and the French Revolu- 
tion, and Comte, 

The general idea of progress became a powerful force 
in Prance during the eighteenth century beginning with 
Turgot, who seems to have been the first to advance a “stage 
theory” of human development. Tn the economie develop- 
ment of man the three stages, according to Turgot, were 
the hunting, pastoral, and agricultural. In the develop. 
ment of human thought man had passed through the ani 
s, metaphysical, and scientific stages, Comte took over 
this idea Inter. Condorcet, who was much indebted to 
Turgot, was one of many who became enthused over Tur- 
gots idea of historical development, and he developed a 
Tine-atage theory of human development which is close to 

of the early anthropolo- 
ive method. 































gists, and even makes us 
Condorcet was able to tr 


rent in mans progres, буша а the Prench iden of 
Drogres into E nineteenth century and he had cor 
Able infiuence on Durkheim. Durkheim became active at a 
ies of Darwin and Spencer 
had become the leading scientific ideas of the nineteenth 
century, and he became a loyal, if critical, adherent to the 
evolutionary hypothesis and the comparative method, 
‘The basis of Durkheim's work in sociology was laid 
down during the five years (1882-1867) ће served as 
professor of philosophy at thn Lycée of Sena, It wns during 
time that he adopted what is called an “organistic™ 
Mew of ому, Here be was оды expec to tha 
views of Spencer and Espinas, who conceived of society as 
some kind of “living whole.” Espinas’ portrayal of society 
as a super-individual with a collective conscious, analogous 
to the society of cells which comprise the human individual, 
may be taken as a prototype of the organisti iden. It has 
been seen what use Spencer made of the same general idea. 
Durkheim's view of the “organic” nature of society 
differed, however, in important ways from those mentioned 
above. Sufice it here to say that Durkheim would often use 
such phrases as “social body,” “social brain,” “social proto- 
plasm,” and “cerebro-spinal system of the social organism,” 
in describing social structure and function. 
With Durkheim, as with Spencer, a necessary implica- 
tion of the organie view of s 
ity” sui generis, society must be studied, described, and 
explained as a separate realm, Although obviously related 
40 prychological phenomena, “social facts” cannot be e 
plained by psychology ; the whole, that more than the 
sum of its parts and must be studied on a separate level. 
‘This “superorganie” doctrine, asi is now called, had, since 
Comte, important adherents. Also, there is a close parallel 
here to some of Wundt’s ideas. Durkheim had visited Wundt 
and was very impressed by the scientific rigor 
та, Durkheim has often been criticized for 
sputing a metaphysical reality to society, but, 
while his language often supports this change, it seems 
clear enough that he simply wanted to consider social facts 
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as “things” so that social phenomena could be treated with 
the “scientific method.” 

Durkheim's contributions to methodology in the social 
sciences are of great importance. His general aim was to 
make sociology ав empirical study, and he endeavored in 
his work to. practice the “crucial experiment,” wed 90 
successfully in the physical sciences, ‘This was in sharp 
Contrast to the philosophers, like Hobbes and Hegel, who- 
Attempted to construct systems which would embrace the 
entire field of human activity, and to the anthropologists, 
like Spencer, Tylor, and Frazer, who made great compara- 
tive surveys. Parsons calls Durkheim “one of tho greatest 
empirical scientists of his day” and goes on to say that 
“Durkheim was a scientific theorist in the best sense of one 
who never theorized “in the air,’ never indulged in “idle 
Speculation? but was always seeking the solution of crucially 
important empirical problems.” 

“According to Alpert, what impressed Durkheim the most 
during his visit with Wundt in Germany was the precise 
and restricting exactitude of Wundt's methods. In the 
preface to the Division of Labor (1898) Durkheim writes: 
ты ЬооК 3 above all an attempt to trent the facts of the 
moral life by the method of the positive sei mk 
heim, according to Parsons, is faithful to the true positivist 

sition, 

P Durkheim insisted that for an empirical treatment of 
‘data it is necessary to treat social facts as “things.” 
‘This important postulate, basic to all of his work, has 
caused much confusion; a condition which can, in some 
part, be traced to his use of language. Durkheim’s insist- 
асе оп considering social facts as “things” grew out of 
his determination to avoid the deductive, rationalistie 
‘approach which characterized so much of the work of 
Comte and Spencer, among others. As an empiricist, Durk- 
heim had to work with data whic could be observed, 
seribed, cl 
























































ifed, and explained, not merely deduced from 


tulates, such as the psychic uni 
id unilinear evolution, For Durkheim, to 









data; “All that in given, all that is subject to observation, 
has thereby the character of a thing. To treat phenomena 
‘as things isto treat them as data, and these constitute the 
Aepartaref science” 

Fn his zeal to emulate the methods of the exact sciences,” 
Durkheim probably over-dramatized the “reality” of the 
social realm and left himself open to the charge of attrib- 

I reality to social phenomena, But all 
ng is that. since social institution 
ıe individual and exert a power of const 
‘over him, they can be considered as a part of the 
vidual's world and ean be studied as such: “A soc 
to be recognized hy the power of external 
it exercises or is capable of exercising over indi 
the presence of this power may be recognized in its turn 
either by the existence of some specific sanction or by the 
resistance offered against every individual effort that tends 
to violate it” 

Although they originate in a collection of individual 
minds, social facts come to any given individual from a 
realm outside himself (society) and must, therefore, be 
explained in terms of other social facts, not in terms of 
facts of a different order, such as the biological or psycho- 
Jagica], Durkheim states: “Every time that a social pha- 
nomenon is directly explained by a psychie phenomenon, 
ee ny be ure thet the explanation ape 

Social facts, although they come to each individual from 
in external “reality,” do become internalized in the inc 
idual consciousness ancl represent what the individual hi 
in common with the group; they are, so to speak, society 
within the individual and can be distinguished from the 
biological consciousness which defines a unique individual. 
In the social category Durkheim included such concepts 
as time, space, foree, and causation, as well as legal and 
moral codes, and the like. The implications here for episte- 
mology are very important, as will be seen, and have had 
an interesting history. 

‘The implications of the methodology outlined above have 

















































Emite Durkheim ит 
earned for Durkheim the title of Father of Funetionalism 
in the social sciences. Radeliffe-Brown cites Durkheim’ 
definition of social function: “The ‘function’ of « social 
in the correspondence between it and the needs 
organism.” The needs of a society are related 
to but are on a different level from the needs of the indi- 
viduals who constitute that society. (The individual is born 
into the social world as he is born into the physical world; 

existed before him and will exist after him. The condi 
tions of the existence of the social world are not necessarily 
the conditions of the existence of the individual and must be 
studied separately. 

Radcliffe-Brown states that Durkheim was the first to 
make a systematic formulation of the analogy between 
society and organie life, and that his basio assumption was 
functionalism. As the lfe of an organism is considered to 
be the functioning of its organic structure, so is social life 
conceived by Durkheim to be the functioning of the social 
structure. 

Durkheim made use, as mentioned above, of a general 
evolutionary hypothesis and the comparative method, Mont 
students agree that he employed these ideas somewhat more 
critically than did Comte, Spencer, Tylor, and Frazer, In 
his use of the comparative method, for example, he insisted 
that comparisons be made only within the “interior of the 
same type” and he attempted to weight his compar 

Spencer, Tylor, 
Frazer, and Lang, tended to regax f'a social 
phenomenon as of equal weight, Durkheim introduced « 
relativistic approach where normality was always viewed 
tu relative to the stage of development of exch given x 
jety, 

Durkheim’ concept of “normality” played an important 
part in all his work, ‘There has been much dispute over 
what he meant by “normal” and “pathological” but a 
simple reading suggests that by “normal” Durkheim meant 
i kind of “average.” He states: “We shall ca normal those 
facts which present the most general forms and we shall 


















































give to the others the name of morbid or pathological” 
He insisted on applying this definition to only one x 
aty at a time, or, as he would put it (with his evolu 
tionary approach), to a given stage of development of a 
society 

“дыкі comparisons of social phenomena were thus 
more or less excluded as reliable tools in the analysis of 
social structure and function, Gehlke quotes Durkheim on 
Us wie: “One oannot explain e social fact of som 
complexity, except on the condition of following its whol 
integral development through all the social species 
But one must “consider the societies, which one compares, 
tat the same periods of their development.” Tt would prob- 
ably be a mistake to attribute to Durkheim any significant 
innovation in the use of the evolutionary hypothesis and 
the comparative method. The most that can be sid is that 
he used them with more care and with a better awareness 
of their limitations. As Gehlke says: “. ; . our author Durk- 
heim is certainly an adherent to the evolutionary hypothesia 
school which he criticizes so vigorously for being, as we see, 
‘little more extreme than himself.” 

Te was as au empiricist, then, that Durkheim earned his 
reputation as a methodologist in the social sciences. As 
Durkheim explains it, the goal of the sociological method 
is to make the conceptions of Comte a reality instead of 
a “philosophical aspiration.” To this end Durkheim em- 
ployed the “systematic specialization” that characterized 
the great accomplishments of the Année sociologique. 










































"Talcott Parsons lists four stages in the development of 
Durkheim's general sociological theory, 

1) Early Formative Period: Division of Labor (1808) 

2) Karly Synthesis: Ruler of Sociological Method 
(1805) and Suicide (1897) 

З) Transition: Individual Representation and Collec- 
tive Representation (1800), Moral Education (1902-3), 
The Determination of Moral Facts (1007) 

4) New General Position: Elementary Forms of the 
Religious Life (1012) 
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The Division of Labor takes up as its central problem 
solidarity and evolution. On the assump- 





enforced co-operation for survival, Durkheim undertakes 
n examination of social rules of conduct, both, legal and 
he thought, to find 
as reliabl 





Hy and evolution Te must be pom 
erations in society whieh will 








e variations in legal and moral codes, social sta- 

rates), and religious practices, The 
sn of Labor concentrates on the legal anà moral 
‘which are seen as expressing the social needs of & 
Society. 

Tt was stated above that Durkheim, while an “evolu: 
tions” aid not subscribe to any simple, unilinear idea of 
офи. Т hin werk ha staton? nn longer pole 

re that moral evolution consists ia the development 

of the same idem confused and uncertain with primitive 

тп, litle by litle growing eleaser and more precise with 

the spontaneous progress of knowledge.” Rather, he goes 

‘on, “The moral law . . . is formed, transformed and main- 
tahoe in accordance with changing demands.” 

Durkheim agreed with Spencer that increased specializa- 
tion among the individuals of a group led to the eo opera 
tive interdependence which has characterized the evolution 

û societies, But where Spencer, & 
багат, individualist theory in eto: 
oma, attributed thin co-operation to “contractual rela- 

‘between individuals for their mutual 
Durkheim insisted that auch regul 
жойду and are not created by i le pursuing 
their own immediate interests ‘The “happiness” or “self 
interest” principle which, on the util 
supposed to Kad men to social co-operation, was entirely 
dixcounted by Durkheim, What may appear to be a “har- 
mony of interests,” sa бтен а еп, ог 
deterred confit, For 
tech individual finds himself in «state of war with every 







































other since nothing comes to mollify the egos, and any 
truce in this eternal antagonism would not be of long dura- 
tion, There is nothing less constant than interest” 

‘Durkheim turned to а study of legal and moral codes as 
the place to look for the true sources of social cohesion, 

ince, as be stator, “the characteristic of moral rules is that 
hey ‘enunciate the fundamental conditions of social soli- 
darity,” He finds there a distinction between two types of 
Jaw: “repressive” and “restitutive.” 
ive Juw is simply an expression of the traditional 

customs, beleft, and sanctions of a society and is blindly 
‘adhered to under threats of punishment. Durkheim called 
the social solidarity based on repressive law, “mechanical 
solidarity.” Mechanical solidarity, maintained largely by 
hereditary right, is found in primitive, “undifferentinted” 
societies which are organized on a “totality of beliefs and 
iments common to all members of the group.” Durk- 
calls this the “collective ty 
Restitutive law stresses restitution instead of punishment 
and affects only certain segments of the group at any one 
time. Tts function is to preserve the status quo, not to 
inflict punishment for erimes against the community. Resti- 
{tative law is an indication of “organic solidarity,” that is, a 
solidarity based on the cooperation of specialized indi- 
viduals, 

Where restitutive law predominates, the society is or- 
ganized on the basis of specialized difference, in which 
solidarity rests on ‘a system of different, special functions 
which definite relations unite.” Since mechanical solidarity 
rests on the absorption of individuals into a totality of com- 
mon beliefs and sentiments, it is achieved at the price of 
individual “personality.” Organic solidarity, on the other 
hand, rests on the assertion of that which is personal and 
distinct in the individual. But it must not be supposed that 
їп the ease of organic solidarity the individual comes to 
depend less on society; the exact opposite is the case, for 
increased specialization (the assertion of individual differ- 
ences) results in the need for grenter interdependence, 
and society supplies rules for regulating the necessary rela- 












































Emile Durkheim m 
tions between individuals, This type of social solidarity, like 
the unity of the organism, “is as great as the individualism 
of the parts is more marked,” hence the phrase “organie 
solidarity.” 

In making the above distinction Durkheim sought to 
ити бе qustion Why doe the individual while becom- 
ing more autonomous, depend more upon society? How can 
hebe at once more individual and more solidary?” There 
i evidence that Durkheim posed the problems in this way 
to support a polemic against the adherents of economic 
individualism, such as Spencer, Spencer, it will be recalled, 
denounced “social interference” as an evil force directed 
‘against man’s natural tendency to improve. Durkheim is 
Anxious to show that the regulative norma of society 
presupposed by any concept of individual freedom. Par- 
sons believes that Durkheim’ developed the idea of organie 
solidarity primarily as an answer to the economic indi- 
vidualists, 

‘Durkheim appears vague and uncertain in this work 
about his major problem, the origins of a division of labor. 
Having found individual motives to be irrelevant he was 
forced to fid an alternative explanation. He finally settles 
for an explanation based on the natural inerease in popu- 
lation, where increased competition demands specialization 
‘and co-operation as the price of survival. In the “Con 
clusion” to the Division of Labor Durkheim reverts to the 
importance of the common values, attitudes, and ser 
ments which people in a society hold (translated by Par- 
sons as the “conscience collective”), and attempts to place 
the two ideas of mechanical and organic soli 

plementary perspective. He states, for example, “If there 
Feme rule of conduct which iw incontestable, it that 
hich orders us to realize in ourselves the essential traits 
of the collective type.” Advanced societies do not require 
the close adherence to collective beliefs and sentiments 
that primitive societies do, but “the absence of some like- 
nesses... is still a sign of moral failure. . » . There are 
common sentiments, common ideas, without which, as has 
been said, one is not a man.” Thus, Durkheim concludes, 
























































the rule which requires us to specialize is limited by the 
contrary rule which orders us to be like each other, 

Tn Durkheim's ater work the iden of organie solidarity 
became less important and it is his elaboration of the “eon 
science collective” which became a permanent contribution, 
‘The Division of Labor clearly set the stage for the later 
work and some of its main features were never lost, espe- 
cially the identification of social and moral life: “Society 
is not a simple juxtaposition of individuals who bring an 
intrinsio morality with them, but rather man 
being because he lives in society, since morality cor 
ín being solidary with a group and varying with this 
darity. Let all social life disappear, and moral 1 
disappear with it, since it would no longer have an objec- 
tive 

“The Divison of Labor was Durkheim's doctoral thesis 
and he was pressed hard to defend himself before a hostile 
Faculty of Letters of the University of Paris, According 
to witnesses, as reported by Alpert, Durkheim “constantly 
held the upper hand” and more than carried the day for his 
brilliant study. 

Durkheim's famous study, Suicide, represents an ezten- 
sion of the basie iden found in the Division of Labor to an- 
other empirical field. ‘There are important theoretical 
refinements and modifications in this study, however, 
require special exposition. 

In the Division of Labor Durkheim had cited the 

idt rate in the nineteenth century as an argur 
at t 























































constructs he isolates three factors operating in th 
zate; he als these the “altruistic,” the goat,” and the 
“anomie: 

‘The altruistic factor is associated with the idea of o 
treme mechanical solidarity where the collect 
ments and pressures are so strong that the in 
becomes relatively unimportant, With so little value placed 
оп the individual, both by himself and others, it takes little 
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pressure to enuse a person to take his own life, Also, there 
may actually occur a social command to commit suicide; 
Frazer's Golden Bough cites many examples of such cases, 

"The “egoisti” factor is at the other pole. With a 
progressive emphasis on the value of individuality (a char- 
acteristic of the social evolution and the growth of civiliza- 
tion) the individual tends to become exalted over all other 
objects and idens, such as God, society, country, and all 
other repositories of collective sentiments. When, in the 
xtreme, the individonl becomes o detached, from social 
institutions that he cannot recognize or feel the power of 
thority beyond himself, he iw faced with a deso 
which can mak life unbearable, In tine of dislocation, 
stress, and anxiety he finds himself without group support 
tnt likely to take his own life out of desperation. s 

‘Durkheim cites statistics from political, religious, and 
family life to support his analysis. He shows, for one 
thing, nificant relationship 
to family status: married persons have a lower rate than 
single persons and parents have a lover rate than childless 
couples ће parents of large families having the lowest 
rate of all. Durkheim interprets these statistics as showing 
the preservative power of strong, group ettachments, 

In another field, religion, he finds that “free-thinkers” 
have the highest rate of suicide, followed by Protestants, 
Catholies, and Jews, in that order, The suicide rate is 
lower in the measure that the assertion of authority in the 
religious group is higher. But here Durkheim introduces 
‘anew idea: ‘The distinction between the Protestant and the 
Catholic is not that the one is free of group pressure and 
the other not (in the sense employed in the Division of 
Labor)—the Protestant is under a social pressure too: the 

ressure to be free, He cannot choose to be free or not to 

free, he must exercise his freedom. Individuality, they 
is a product of the “conscience, collective” and not, as 
claimed in the Division of Labor, the product of a weakened 
collectivity. Parsons considers this thinking a great advance 
over that in the Division of Labor. After Suicide, Durk- 
heim's attempt to tie organic solidarity to differentiation 





















































and population pressure is abandoned and the “conscience 
collective” becomes the major concept. 

‘The anomic (“normless”) factor operates where the 
‘norms are upset by rapid change in the interior of 
A society. Tn times of extreme prosperity or poverty, for 
‘example, the suicide rate goes up. In both cases the rela- 
tionship between means and ends is poets with sudden 

erty the means for acc are gone; wit 
adden prosperity the ende are realized wi 
customed means. In the first case, there is direct 
mediate frustration, in the second, there is an unbridling of 
‘appetite which must eventually result in frustration. The 
nce of a clear definition of ends is the common factor. 

‘Anomie is simply the weakening or disruption of the 
“conscience collective” that system of social norms which 
reflects a commonality of beliefs, sentiment, and feeling. Tt 
is a disastrous “freedom” from social constraint, where the 
individual can find no direction or meaning to life. Durk- 
heim is eloquent on this subject, describing the freedom 
as that of “a being liberated from all external restraint, a 
despot more absolute than the ones history tells about, a 
despot whom no external power can control and rule.” He 
goes on to say that “when our desires are freed from all 
Moderating influence, when nothing limits them, they be- 
come themselves tyrannical and their first slave is the 
very subject who experiences them” (quoted in Alpert). 

i “egoisti” freedom 
ally a special kind of con- 
straint and a positive expression of the conscience collec- 

jı needed to counteract anomie is a new moral 
ith the changes which have taken ple 
in society. Durkheim recognizes this as a most difficult job 
nt best, 

In Suicide the main theoretical advance over the Division 
of Labor lies in the development of the idea of th 
science collective” which, although foreshadowed 
earlier work, did not assume a central importance unti 
study of suicide. In the former work the concept w 
identifed with an undifferentiated social group; in the 






















































Emile Durkheim ив 


latter it became a working. applicable to ай societies 
э а definition for the social element in every individual 
personality. 

Characterisically, Durkheim formulated a practienl pro- 
‘gram in accordance with the findings of his study, designed 
to combat the alarming increase in the suicide rate of his 
century, Suicide was not, for Durkheim, to be regarded as 
“abnormal” since, as far as we know, henomenon 
invariably associated with all societies. 
ints out, “suicide is a close kin to genuine virtue 
imply exaggerates”; he means here the virtues of social 
arty (altrai), individuati, (egoin), snd 

‘anomie”). But suicide ean become abnormal 

"pases beyond ” being 

e to any given society. The reat increase in suicide 

during the nineteenth century must, according to Durk- 

Beim cafes abnormal аш тане eg, 

He tins hea in What are би атн he Rome 
rate and how can it be reduced? 

Durkheim finds that the “altruistic current” in suicide 
has not increased; in fact, it has diminished. The “egoistio” 
and “anomie” currents have shown a great increase and 
can alone be considered morbid. In both cases the under- 
lying cause is a weakening of social solidarity due to the 
rapid expansion and differentiation of a revolutionized eco- 
nomie structure. ‘The old institutions of solidarity—the 
politcal state, religion, and the family—no longer meet the 
needs of individuals. The modern State is too far removed 

to permit a day-to- 
lation. Religion had 
Po pense of freedom 
of thought; when, in the course of human progress, the 
limits to reason and inquiry are set aside, religion must 
relinquish its arbitrary authority and therefore its power 
of socialization, The family, too, has lost its hold. Children 
do not remain for long within the sole orbit of a pervasive 
family influence; they are soon exposed to many different 
And conflicting influences, The importance of hereditary 
name and its binding associations has diminished with the 




















































emergence of the commercial class, ‘The trend is toward the 
breaking down of barriers between local environments and 
a general leveling within the social milieu, These condi- 
tions favor the growth of egoistic and, to a large extent, 
‘nomic suicide, 

‘What is needed, then, is an integr 
will be in accord with the changed 
society. Durkheim finds sueh an institutior 
pational group” ог “corporation.” ‘These groups are or- 

panied on the basis of common occupations and interests 
find have boen observed to take on a “collective personal 
ity” Durkheim argues: “There is no reason for the cor- 
porative interest not acquiring in its workers’ eye. the 
Fespectable character and supremacy always possessed by 
‘octal interests, as contrasted with private interests, in 
well-organized society.” The fact that it is “omnipresent, 
ubiquitous and that its control extends to the greatest part 
of life” suits it admirably as a means of social solidarity. 
‘A number of changes and recognitions would have to occur 
before the corporations could assume this role, but the 
framework is there. 

"Thus, Durkheim concludes his study with a practical 
recommendation for modern society. Suicide contains an 
excellent example of Durkheim's over-all program for 
Sociology: To establish objective criteria of Social health, 
Eo identity the sources of morbidity, and to presoribe reme” 
dies based on the general laws of sociology. 

"The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life (1912) is 
Durkheim's Jast major work. Unlike Suicide, which was 
based on original research, this work draws on secondary 
sources for its data, primarily on the anthropological mate- 
rial from Australis. It is important not only as a treatise 
on primitive religion but ao as. major contribution to 
sociological theory and general epistemology. 

Durkheim, in the easly part of his career, recognised 
in the field of religion an important source of sociologi 
material, Tt was the English anthropologists who had in- 
terested him in the origin and analysis of religion; Robert- 
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son Smith and Frazer were especially influential. He 
became acquainted with Smith's work as early as 1805 and 
called it a “revelation.” He states that “all my researches 








‘had to be taken up again with renewed efforts in order to be 
placed in harmony with these new views.” 

When he finally applied himself to a full-scale study of 
religion, he decided against a comprehensive survey of the 
field (in the manner of Tylor, Frazer, and Smith), and 
instead selected a specific case for inten 
Austral 


n totemism, He undertook th 
r assumptions: that religion, like any 
ust be regarded as a response to specific social needs 
as a social phenomenon, it is a product of collec- 
tive thought. (It was his earlier consideration of religion, 
i ed an important part in the development 
sumptions, 
Durkheim defines religion as “a unified system of belie 
and practices relative to sacred things, that is to say, things 
set apart and forbidden—beliefs and practices which unite 
into one single moral community called a church, all those 
” He insists at the outset that relig 
some concrete reality. Such a persi 
tent and universal phenomenon cannot be based on illusion, 
such as is required by Tylor’s animism or Morgan's 
naturism. 








































entire study: the distinct 
categories of religious phenomena, and the distinct 
tween sacred and profane. The first distinction se 
the elements of thought and action in religi 
second separates religious attitudes from other human atti- 
tudes, It is the origin of sacred ideas that receives the most 
attention, 

‘There is nothing inherent in an object, such as the totem, 
which evokes a sacred attitude; rather, itis the projection 
of belief upon an object that make'it sacred. In other 
words, a sacred object is a symbol; it “stands for” some 
reality, and our search should be not for the origin of 








sacred ideas and objects, but for the 
being symbolized. For Durkheim, the positivi 
Hy” must be observable, and that “reality” is society; for 
only society can be observed to exercise moral authority. Re- 
ilon is society symbolized and elevated to a position of 
unassailable merl authority. Society, as the expression of 
the collective sentiments of a people, is, above all, moral 
fealty; religion is the concrete, representation of that 
reality. It is better to say, therefore (as Parsons docs), 
‘hat for Durkheim society isa religious phenomenon rather 
than that religion is a social phenomenon. Durkheim, 
fect, states that “nearly all the great social in 
have been born in religion,” and that “TÊ rel 

birth to all that is essential i 

idea of society is the soul of religion.” 

“A society cannot exist unless the conditions of solidarity 
and co-operation are Kept intact. ‘This takes continuous 
Support and reairmation—e “moral remaking”—and can 
be achieved through religious practices and ideals where 
he required feelings, attitudes, and sentiments can be 
тше элё бё ош, бод о акуш 
жа. 

“The function of religion, then, is to foster and perpetu- 
ate, largely on unconscious levels, the kind of human be- 
havior necessary for social existence: restrictions on the 
ulgence of individual whims, sacrifice for a social cause, 
disposition toward co-operation, and the recognition of a 
Power superior to the individual. With this understanding 
Bf religion it is possible to make sense, for example, of cer- 
tain religious rites which on any other view seem completely 
unreasonable. The separation of sacred and profane thin, 
the ‘negative culty” prohibits freedom of action wi 
respect to certain objects and events and promotes absten- 
tion, asceticism, and the toleration of suffering. On the 
оге sides certain practices, uch ө, мей ite proz 
mote a sense of communion dence on powers above 
the individual. Se 

Ta general, ritual permits an active exercise and ex- 
pression of the social values and attitudes of a people which 
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‘are not understood rationally and which need periodie rein- 
forcement. For these common sentiments to become con- 
scious they must be fixed to external objects and forces 
(sacred things) which ean be experienced and manipulated. 
‘The error of most students of religion has been to mistake 
‘these projected human sentiments for forces exterior to 
| They are, of course, “exterior” to any individual be 
they are collective, or social forces. ‘Their human 
origin does not make them less noble. The ideals of all the 
great religions are the ideals of society, and although never 
perfectly realized by man, they Keep him at least a little 
this side of destruct 

‘The general conclusions reported above resulted from 
Durkheim’s analysis of the totemism of Australia; or it 
might be better to say that the study of totemism confirmed 
his preconceptions concerning the relationships of the indi- 
vidual to society as they appeared in his earlier works. He 
has been shown to be factually mistaken on important 
points in totemism, and his detailed analysis has been 
‘weakened accordingly, but the insights emphasized above 
эге still worthy of attention. 

‘A major contribution of Elementary Forms of Religious 
Life, one that is generally neglected by anthropologists, is 
in epistemology. As a philosopher, Durkheim was ac- 
quainted with the subtle problems of the theory of knowl- 
edge. This was Kant’s major problem, and Durkheim had 
read and studied Kant’s work with great interest, although 
with considerable suspicion. Specifically, Durkheim was 
interested in the so-called categories of the understanding: 
the ideas of time, space, number, substance, cause, and so 
on. Are these categories, through which we experience and 
understand the world, prior to all experience and an inher- 
ent part of the human mind, or are they constructed by 
the mind after sense experience of the objects of the ex- 

‘the classic argument between the 

cited Socrates’ last words as symbole of 

ha own Insight Mere or after discounting aboot pare wrt end ate 

ачды Ideni world alter thie Tiley Socrates” last concern I for an oblige 
on he an t he теш worlds “Cella,” says Socrates, just Before be 

pres tT owe a cack to Arcepiy wil you remember to pay the deb 
























rationalists and the empiricists. Durkheim can accept 
neither position. The universality and the external con- 
Saint Of the categories argue against the empiricist 
portion, for if thene Ideas ase constructed by the individual, 
шу ent be changed at the whim of the individual, Emre 
piricism here can result only in irrationaliam. The rational 
Js, om the other hand, presume an objective reality for 
the loge life but ean ofer no explanation for the Grane- 
ошен серо, cep то ву at еу аге Чайга? о 
{hat they emanate from a “divine reas; explanations 
‘hich cannot, in principle be verified 

Only by admitting tue social origins of the categories 
of the understanding can ths uoneceptable alternative be 
avoided, according to Durkheim. T€ the categories are eol- 
lective representations, the objections to the Classical poai. 
tioma can be overcome. As total ideas they are imposed 
upon the individual and he ja constrained tO accept them 
Without proof or persuasion. They are “neccesary”? in that 
contact of minds would be impossible without them and 
Puman life would cease to exist. Logical conformity as well 
as moral çonformity is & prerequisite of social existence: 
This explanation also doos justice to the positive aspects of 
the empirical tradition because jt relates the categories to 
observable phenomena: the realities of social life. dn Aus 
tralia, for example, some societies conceive of space a a 
greet circle which is divided up Just as the tribal circle 
i divided in their camp. Space, for them, is the image of 
the physial arrangement of the camp. The imitative ri 
of oertain primitive peoples are based on the idea that like 
produces ke; a dente conception of “eause” TE may 
Be assumed that the more sophistiented principle of causal. 
ity ir alo a social product Durkheim fnds thin tru of all 
thie zest of the categories of human thought, 

"This, in brat Durkheim's extension of assumption, 
which were tall of human thought and experience Formu- 
Jted as early as the Division of Labor. Such а great and 
daring project necessarily involved him in contradictions 
and сиб, Бш he was a stubborn man who could not 
be stopped from working out the most diverse and subile 
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implications of a central insight. He uncovered enough 
problems here to keep social scientists busy for a long time. 


punxumnc has an important place in anthropology and 
sociology, and both felds must be considered in attempting 
to evaluate his importance. Anthropologists, for the most 
Part, have emphasized his contributions to ethnological 
erature (especially as the editor of Année) his study of 
totemism, and his functional method. The sociologists Mave 
paid less attention to his specific contributions to the study 
Bf primitive peoples and have emphasize the importance 
of his general sociological theories, especially as they ap- 
pear in the Division of Labor and Suicide, They have also 
Ried him as the founder of modern sociological method. 
Tt seems safe to say that the sociologists have given Durk- 

place in the social sciences than have the 
anthropologists, at least in the United States. In any case, 
he is without a doubt a grent figure and is treated with con- 
siderable respect by the workers in both fields, 

Durkheim has been called the First of the Moderns in 
sociology and the Father of Functionalism in anthropology. 
Both of these titles he has earned by his particular method- 
‘logy. His iden of applying the methods of the physical 
Sciences to sociological data, although not new, was insisted 
upon to a remarkable degree. Spencer, Tylor, and Frazer, 
‘tong others, were committed to such «view, but they did 
pot exercise the care and criticism that characterized Durk- 
heims work. His extreme confidence in the general applica- 
tion of the methods of science has not been justifed; but 
this ss a defect that is shared with others, including the 
physical scientists, ‘The social scientists of today who claim 
hat a “science of human behavior” js impossible usually 
overlook the dificulties and uncertainties that plague the 
Physicists and chemist 

"Durkheim's contributions to a scientif methodology for 
the social sciences were discussed above. His major substan- 
tive contribution lies in his understanding of symbolism 
And projection in society. Although often considered as 






























hostile to psychology, he emerges in this aren as a social 

sychologist of the frst order. This is especially clear i 
is functional analysis of ritual and ceremony in primit 
societies, where he insisted on relating these symbolic activi- 
ties to what people actually do in their everyday social life, 

‘On the negative side, Durkheim is routinely criticized 
for his neglect of psychology. In stressing the importance 
of studying society as a reality sui generis, Durkheim re- 
{used to acknowledge the relevance of individual psychology 
for sociology. A collection of human individuals create 
phenomena far beyond the capacities of any one individual, 
fo how, Durkheim asked, can we explain these phenomena 
by making the individual the central problem? In fact, 
since man is primarily a social product, it is the study of 
society which must precede the study of individual be- 
havior. 

Tt has been pointed out (especially by Parsons) that 
contradictions in Durkheim's work lie in his commitment 
to the tenets of positivism on the one hand, and on the other, 
to his admission of goals, attitudes, sentiments, and values 

















as phenomena of the greatest importance to'a study of 
ety. The cohesive forces in society are not accessible to 
sense observation (as required by the positivista) but are 





understood, if at all, only after considerable imaginative 
effort. But this criticism of Durkheim does not seem too 
important when we remember that the term “observation” 
is dificult to define, and what is more important, when we 
look to what a scientist does rather than to what he says 
he is doing. What Durkheim did was familiarize himself 
with a great and varied body of cultural data, look for 
general laws of relationship, and formulate hypotheses and 
theories which would explain and at the same time point 
the way toms uman improvement of society. 
Durkheim has had a great influence in sociology and 
anthropology, especially in France and England. His fol- 
lowers there include Henri Hubert, Marcel Mauss, Georges 
Davy, Paul Fauconnet, Maurice Halbwachs and, in part, 
Levy-Bruhl. His general influence is dificult to ascertain. 
As the frst systematic functionalist, his influence is ines 
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mable. As an advocate of the “organic” view of society, he has 
contributed to the development of what are now called the 
Spuperorganic” ideas, as seen, for example, in Kroeber and, 
in the extreme, in Leslie White. Lowie states that Durkheim 
also illustrated the “pattern” iden which became so popu- 
Jar among American anthropologists, where the search is 
for a central idea, mood, or disposition which is expressed 
in all the practices of a society. 

Durkheim today is of more than historical interest; his 
Шу in the field of sociology, is seriously studied 
t it may shed on contemporary problems and 
theory. The full importance of his insights has yet to be 
fully recognized and appreciated. 
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ICY ENTHUSIASM 


connie 70 yranz soas, it was “in the sublime 

Joneliness of the Arctic, and in contact with the active 
ond” that he came alive. The amplifenion of this par 
des—sublime loneliness and the active world—is 
throughout Boar life, and helps to explain the chain of 
contradiction that constitutes is work. 

Mankind was a puzzle to Boas, and therefore a challenge, 
He could have сау become a grest Agure in the physical 
or the natural sciences. His nataral bent was for the non- 
Ruman phenomena of nature —from the billard balls of the 
physicist to the ferns and flowers of the botanist. He chose 
elend to study man. Bons studied manor tore ac 
curately, he studied men with all the powers of his great 
mental and physical resources, He worked like a man 
fighting forbs life. He reminds one of the athlete who come 
nates for a Jack of natural talent by hard work, deter. 
ination, and courage, and often тахса where the 
maturat athlete faila. 

Та his struggle to understand men he founded a disci- 
plined anthropology—and never allowed himself one com- 
fortable “generalization about man. Although always 

















Frans Boat ass 
forcing himself into the center of the active world, he still 

Boas was born July 9, 1858, in Minden, Westphalia 
(Germany). He was one of six children of Meier Boss and 
Sophie Meyer Boas, both of Jewish extraction, His father 
was a prosperous businessman, apd his mother was an ex- 
tremely active woman in civie and political affairs, The par- 
ents, especially the mother, were committed to the spirit and 
Heals of the German Revelation of 1848, and Boas speaks 
of that spirit of liberalism as a “living force” in his early 
home life. His mother was a close frend of many of the 
“forty-eighters” ; her younger sister married Dr. Abraham 
Jacobi, one of the famous members of this revolutionary 
group. 

Boas describes his mother as “idealistic, with a lively 
interest in publie matters” and lists among her accomplish- 
ments the founding of the first Froebel Kindergarten in 
Minden. The father, while also “liberal,” according to Boas, 
‘was not active in the causes which his mother served, 

Of the six children only Boas and three sisters (one older 

and two younger) survived childhood. The relationship 
with his mother and sisters (especially the oldest one) was 
& strong and influential one throughout his life. Their im- 
tense, protective interest in him seemed at times to be too 
much for him, but he was steadfast in his allegiance to 
them. 
“Although quite « delicate child—a cause for much of, 
the fuss made over him by his mother and sisters— Boas 
spent much time outdoors. He was a nature lover from 
tariy childhood, and was encouraged in botanical investiga- 
tions by his mother. At the age of eighty, in one of his 
rare reminiscences, he recalls an early, “intense emotional 
interest in the phenomena of the world.” 

‘Boas valued very highly the liberal, freethinking back- 
ground of his early family Ife. He states that his parents 
Éad “broken through the shackles of dogma,” although the 
father “had retained an emotional affection for the cere- 
monial of his parental home.” He was careful to say, how- 
ever, that his father did not allow this affection to “influence 











his intellectual freedom.” Boas was grateful for these 
parental attitudes, by which, as he says, “I was spared the 
struggle against religious dogma that besets the lives of so 
many young people.” 

He spent the first nineteen years of his life with his 
family in Minden, and attended school and the Gymnas 
there. Very little is known about this part of his life, since 
he was not given to reminiscing about the past; a trait 
which Alfred Kroeber attributes to Boas? zealous concern 
for the present and the future. It is known, however, that 
he was quite an accomplished pianist. The piano remained a 
source of satisfaction and relaxation for him for many 
years. Of Bons’ early life one gets the impression of a some- 
what delicate boy, interested in nature, music, and school 
studies, whose life at home was dominated by maternal 

tention and concern. 

‘At about the age of twenty Boas began his university 
career. He studied for four years at Heidelberg, Bonn, and 
Kiel and took his doctorate at Kiel in 1881, at the age of 
twenty-three. He first specialized in physics and mathe- 
matics, and then became interested in physical, and later, 
cultural geography. 

His doctoral dissertation was in physics, and was en- 
titled Contributions to. the Understanding of the Color 
of Water. As was required at the time, he hed to defend 
other theses along with the one in his major field. The title 
of the last one that he defended—That Contemporary 
Operetta Was Equally To Be Condemned on Grounds of 
Art and Morality—reveals a side of his personality that 
‘was to qualify much of his life and work. 

Kroeber states that “Boas? university life may be pre- 
sumed warm and rich,” and cites in support of this pre- 
sumption the facial scars Boas received from dueling during 
this period, Boas often attributed these sears to bear claw- 
ings in Baffinland; a characteristic way of playfully avoid- 
ing questions about his personal history. ‘They were, 
however, received in duels which resulted from the hostile 
relations between the two university fraternities represent- 
ing the aristocratic (Korps) and the ordinary (Burechen- 
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schaft) students. Boas belonged to the Burschenschaft and 
‘would not tolerate the insults—often anti-Semitic—of the 
Korps students, 

“He spent at least one year in the reserve ofcer-training 
program of the German army and another year in further 
Study. ‘Then, in 1888, he began his anthropological career 
With a trip to Baffnland; a crucial experience for him and 
for anthropology. He vas financed for a year there by a 
German newspaper, the Berliner Tageblatt, which pub- 

tices, 

се with the Eskimos was a decisive 
one in turning his interests from the phy 

omena of nature. He wrote of the Eskimos a few years 
Tater with sentiment unusual for Boas: “I had seen that 
they enjoyed life, and hard life, as we do; that nature i 
beautiful to them; that feelings of friendship also root in 
the Eskimo hearty that, although the character of their 

fe is rude as compared to civilized life, the Eskimo is a 
man aa we are; that his feelings, his virtues and his short- 
Comings are based on human nature, like ours” 

He spent the following year (1884-1885) in New York, 
and then returned to Germany as an assistant at the 
Museum for Volkerkunde, an institution founded by the 
famous anthropologist, Adolf Bastian. In 1886, as Docent 
in Geography at the University of Berlin, he studied a 
group of Bella Coola Indians who had been brought to 
Berlin, and became determined to make another field ex- 
ploration, this time to British Columbia. He returned to 
Kew York from this trip in 1887 and took the position of 
Assistant Editor for the publication Science, In the same 
year he married Marie Krackowizer and decided to become 
Zn American citizen, His return to British Columbia inthe 
summer of 1888 for a study of the Northwestern Indian 
tribes merked the beginning of a monumental anthro- 
ological study 

‘From 1888 until 1802 he served on the faculty of Clark 
University, where the first Ph.D. in Anthropology was 
taken (by A. F. Chamerlain) under his supervision. He 
resigned from Clark University in 1892 and took the posi- 
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tion of Chief Assistant in the Department of Anthropology 
tte Chicago Expitn, In 160 he Beane Crstor of 
‘Anthropology ab the Field Museum in Chicago, and wor 
there until a personal conflict resulted in his removal, In 
1800 he worked for the American Museum as Curator of 
Ethnology and Somatology, and in 1800 he began his Jong 
career as Profesor of Anthropology at Columbia. Unie 
Sensit. He also served for several years (1901-1005) ax 
Curator of the American Museum, and was responsible for 
much of the great study and exploration undertaken by 
that institution in the field of anthropology, shortly after 
the turn of the century. This was the period of Boas? great- 
est achievements in research, the most notable of which 
aa the Jerup North Pacife Expedition, which sought to 
establish the relationships of the aborigines of North 
‘America to the mainland tribes of As 

His other major undertakings included an appointment, 
in 1901, as Honorary Philologist at the Bureau of Ameri 
can Eümology, which resulted in’ his three-volume 
Handbook of American Indians; the founding of the Inter. 
‘ational School of American Archaeology and Ethnology 
in Mexico, in 1910; the founding of the Journal of Amer- 
ican Linguistics, in 1017; and the chairmanship of a com- 
mittee on native American Languages for the American 
Council of Learned Societies. 

ter years were filled with pertonal sorrow. Two 

chien died suddenly, one by an automobile 
ecident, His wife was also Killed în an automobile accident 
în 1929: Tn 1991, at the age of seventy-three, he euffered 
a heart attack, but recovered sufficiently to return to steady 
work He continued doggedly at his work for the next eleven 
years and died suddenly ata Columbia University Faculty 
lub tneheon on December 21, 1942. 
` Boas was a member of all the scientific honor societies 
in this country and corresponding menber of moet of 
the foreign societies, He was President of the New York 
Academy of Sciences (1910) and President of the Amer- 
ican Association for the Advancement of Science (1981), 
among many other honorary positions, He held an honorary 
doctorate from Oxford 
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He wrote relatively few books, and of these, all but one 
were written in the later years of his life, He recorded 
most of his massive research and study in over six hundred 
articles in the professional journals, His great book, The 
Mind of Primitive Man, was published in 1911. Not until 
1927 did he write another book, Primitive Art, which was 
followed in 1928 by Anthropology and Modern Life. His 
General Anthropology and a revised edition of Primitive 
‘Man were published in 1988. A valuable selection by Boas 
(of his most important papers was published in 1940 under 
the title Race, Language and Culture, 


Franz Bons hated authority. Authority, whether it was 
that of tradition or that of a university administrator, was 
to be resisted and defied. His students were exhorted to 
practice independence of thought and action, and woe to 
Those who did not. He fought authority all kis life, even his 
‘own authority; for when any of his ideas were threatened 
with aystemization he went off on another tack, leaving 
Followers without a flag. He is the greatest hero m Amer- 
ican anthropology, but there is no Boas “school” 

‘One of the “unforgetable moments” of his life occurred 
then, asa student, a theologically minded friend of his “de- 
©зге his belief in the authority of tradition and his con- 
Yiction that one had not the right to doubt what the past 
had transmitted to us.” Boas was shocked, and years later 
he cited this conversation as having had a permanent 
fluence on his lf. Inthe sme reminiscence he refers 
to his abhorrence of authority: "Phe prychological origin 
ofthe implicit belief in the authority of religion which wax 

foreign to my mind and which had shocked me at an 
earlier time, became a problem that engaged my thoughts 
for many years. In fact, ny whale outlook upon social fe 
is determined by the question: How ean we recognize the 
shackles that tradition has laid upon us? For when we 
recognize them, we are aso able to break them.” 

TE has been suggested that a history of Boas intellectual 
development is needed to explicate his doctrine, if, indeed, 
he can be said to have held doctrines. Such a ry should 
begin with the frecthinking background of hin early family 
































life for which he expressed the warmest gratitude, ‘The 
intensity vith which he fought authority invites a careful 

tiny of thi early freedom, Ite known that his mother, 

a worker for political freedom, as something of & 
matriarch in her own family, and that her constant atten. 
tion often became а burden to him. When he was away she 
ole to Hin ree шй шг бшш а werk Although he 
waye expressed the keenest interest in and affection for his 
mother, he found it necessary to declare to her that he had to 
Te his own Tife- 

Tê woul also be interesting to ask to what extent his 
determination to “break the shackles of tradition” was tied 
р иһ his encountero with anti-Semitism the Boas family 
Yas one of probably two Jewish families in Minden. His 
Tether was apparently the only one in the fanily who had 
not forsaken kis religious ties, A trecthinker from child- 
hoody Boas received none of the strength and security that 
religion can provide, et he was ssocited with the Jewish 
religion by others and Persecuted for it. He paid the price 
fora tradition, the benefits of which he never recsived. 
Perhaps this played some part in his hostility to tradition 
and authority. Tn a paper, “Race and Progres 
фе juxtaposes the “garb of the medieval ew” 

stripes of convict” ag examples of symbols imposed 
on certain people by dominant groups “so tht each indi 
чаш по mater what his own character may bey is at once 
signed to his group and treated accordingly.” 

‘Whatever his emotional investments in Aghting regi- 
mentation he used his independence în a dramatic, effective 
way. He is as much a hero for this ashe is forthe almost 
ineredible amount of work he accomplished in anthropol- 
ogy. During the First World War, when loyalty was 
major concern, Columbia University solicited reports By its 
Students of any suspicious remarks made by the members 
Of the faculty. Bons prepared a strong statement of his 
unpopular views, read it to his classes, and offered a copy 
to any student who would like to send it on to the trustees 
of the university. Im 1018 he wrote an open letter to the 
Nation in which he castigated the behavior of four anthro 
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ppologists who had engaged in intelligence work for the 
United States, while on a scientific expedition to Latin 
‘America during the war. He referred to them as “men 
‘whom I refuse to designate any longer as scientists” and 
Tnecused them of having “prostituted science by using it as 
fa cover for their activities as spies.” He was formally re- 
buked for this letter by the American Anthropological 
Anocation at a stormy meeting in ‘Cambridge in 1919. 

though Boss was aware thet his pro-German views—he 
‘was never accused of disloyalty to the United States 
stemmed from a sentimental attachment to his native land, 
he did not let that deter his outspoken criticism of his 
‘adopted country’s entry into the war. 

‘With the rise of racism under the Nazis, prior to the 
Second World War, he was one of the first to take a strong 
public stand against Hitler. At a then advanced age he 
Fought Hitler's Germany with all the capacities of his great 
Knowledge, reputation and personality. His books were 
burned in 1988 at Kiel, the university which had awarded 
him his most valued degree. 

‘Wherever important liberties were threatened Boss could 
be counted on to fight for their preservation. ‘This inevi- 
tably found him associated with unpopular groups and 
‘causes, but he never shunned a fight for fear of any labels 
that might become attached to him. As Lowie has put it, 
“Не stood by what he saw as right and let consequences go 
hang.” This attitude won him many loyal friends, even 
wors ‘and, naturally, it evoked hostile feelings in 
many quarters, But on the whole, he was the object of 
overwhelming respect, largely because of his massive 
achievements in anthropology ; achievements which no one 
could challenge. 

"A closer look at Boas, as teacher, colleague, friend and 
family man, reveals a man of power and reserve, whose overt 
affections were reserved for the most intimate—and for 
total strangers. He was devoted to his wife, children, and 
grandchildren, and to a small group of students and col- 
fagues; and he was always ready to aid complete strangers 
on the slightest evidence of their needing help. To the 


























large number between these extremes he often appeared 
removed, impersonal, and even hostile. Lowie was a student 
of his during the time Boas was feuding with the American 
Museum, and remembers “actually dreading meeting him 
on the way to classes.” “Utter silence,” says Lowie, “would 
follow a curt ‘good morning’ till I found the situation in- 
tolerable.” 

Although generally poised and undemonstrative, and ac- 
customed to making cold, cutting analyses when engaged 
in polemics, he could give way, on oceasion, to bursts of 

ised feeling. ‘The driver of a sight-seeing bus al- 
most threw him and his grandchildren off the bus after 
‘Boas threatened him with his cane because of the historical 
distortions in the driver's commentary on the trip. When he 
‘was a university student he became so annoyed at the failure 
of a neighboring girl pianist to get over a passage in a 
work by Mozart, that he would regularly pound it out for 
her on his own piano every time she came to the 5 
‘These, however, were probably rare occasions. As a rule he 
was outwardly calm, poised, and determined. Не once tried 
for three hours to get his son to say “thank you”; an ex- 
ample of emotional control that any parent can appreciate. 

‘With his family and close friends he was not the austere 
figure familiar to the less intimate, He helped his children 
and grandchildren with their studies, took long hikes with 
them, and exercised a good sense of humor, being espe- 
cially fond of jokes and riddles. He regularly reserved a 
part of his busy evenings for the family, and found most 
of his relaxation with them. 

Boas’ great influence as a teacher is closely related to 
his unwillingness, or inability, to ingratiate himself with 
other people. He won students solely on the merit of his 
work, never for the brilliance or facility of his presenta- 
tion. Instead of a large number of uncritical, enthusias- 
tic followers, he attracted a small number of devoted young 
scholars, whose future work would establish him an the 
greatest teacher in American anthropology. As a somewhat 
йй personality ho relase ротна Ма male” 
Hal, he discouraged the academic interest of all but the 
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most highly gifted students, ‘These students were drawn to 
him by the cold intensity of his work and репова унана 
only later felt the warmth he radiated in intimate associa- 
tions. In time, he became known to them as “Papa Franz.” 

His main courses at Columbia for forty years were 
Statistical Theory and. American Indian Languages. He 
imposed a heavy load on his students. Special skills essen- 
tial to his courses, such as mathematics and linguistics, 
were assumed to be part of the equipment they brought to 
‘lass along with paper and pen. Most of the factual data 
‘which he used to illustrate and support the all-important 
principles and methods of anthropology had to be gath- 
Ered, organized, and assimilated by the student without his 
help or interest. He was interested, primarily, in p 
theory, and methodology, and here, according to Kroeber, 
he demanded “an uncompromising adherence to his own 
values.” 

Te is interesting that although be gratefully dropped 
an introductory course in anthropology at Columbia Col- 
Теге (ог тшеп}, he enjoyed a parallel course at Barnard 
College (for women) for many years. In fact, it was one 
of his favorite courses, Gils always seemed more attracted 
to him than boys, and he responded to their attention. 
Perhaps, with the intuition and devices of young females, 
they could more easily penetrate his austere armor. 

‘When his students matured and set out to do thir own 
work, Boas continued to regard them primarily as “his 
students,” with whom, according to Herskovits, he felt he 
was obliged to disagree. His attitude toward their work 
was always critical, and the fact that he was usually right 
in his erticiam did not ease the discomfort that some of 
them experienced. His greatest talent lay in the ertical 
analysis of theory and method, and no piece of work was 
safe from his patient, meticulous dissection. To many of 
his students he appeared unpredictable and impossible to 


























ї1в ми ене-@му to his, parents (Sept. 21, 1880), Bons revealed an 

элу уеге tor women in an aside about The Belin Cocia йит бе 

Stor dyinge = «(i sce tat the women are always tote Inteligent 
‘oot 








please, But whatever personal disappointments and frus- 
trations they received at his hands, they regarded him wi 
the greatest esteem and respect, both for his almost omnis- 
tient postin in anthropology and for the power and 
egal of his pereoalty, 

"Toward such a powerful and, as it may have seemed, 
capricious figure one would expect to find ambivalent and 
Contradictory attituden especially on the part of those 
Whose professional lives were at stake. And this is what one 
finds among many of Boss” students, A typical exaggera- 
tion of hia place in the history of anthropology waa Witten 
by Ruth Benedict in 1949: “He found anthropology « col 
ection of wild guesses and а happy hunting ground for the 
тоша ver of primitive tego: he le И а дири 
Jn which theories could be tested and in which he had de- 
ией possibilities from, impossibilities.” To this, an- 
other of Boas studento, R. H. Lowie, felt compelled to 
regirter his “vehement, uncompromising dissent? and to 
declare: “The notion that he was a culture hero of the type 
featured by aboriginal folklore, & bringer of light out of 
total darkness, was intensely distasteful to him; he ex- 
plcitly repudiated it in a letter to me...” But Lovie, 
n the other hand, went so far in his praise of Boas as to 
immiss all of Matinowsk's imovations in field methods as 
imply conforming to Boas standards, Lowie concluded a 
memorial paper on Boas in 1044 with the sentiment, that 
“2... through his gnarled discourse and personality T see 
shining a truer light than other mena” 

“Tey enthusiasm,” is the only motto Boas is known to 
have proclaimed. Tt supposedly originated with the great 
pathologist, Rudolf Virchow (with whom Boas has been 
fompared), and it exposes Boas? personality as he would 

ave it exposed. In response to an address at the celebra- 
tion of the twenty Ath anniversay of his doctorate from 
Kiel, he consciously presented himself in thie Tight: “not 
leg in my gratitude due to thove of my colleagues and 
friends who have enthusiastically cooperated with mera 
co-operation which T fear has not always been easy 

one whose work rests essentially in an unfeeling er 
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of his work and of that of others.” This side of Bons’ per- 
sonality has generally been accepted as a complete portrait, 
but a closer look reveals “Papa Franz,” whose icy exterior 
did not fool the Barnard girls. 

“The weakness the Barnard girls detected in Boas’ armor 
was not enough to permit the flexibility that marks the 
natural student of man. ‘The greatest credit that can be 
Recorded Boas is that he refused to follow an emotional 
predilection for isolation, in fact did just the opposite 
land sought contact and knowledge in every field of human 
behavior. 

His methods were from the laboratories of the physical 
sciences and his inspiration, according to his own account, 
‘ame from the “spirit of liberalism,” as interpreted by 
mother. That calculated and militant spirit of liberalism 
Just about closed out the old-fashioned father who main- 
tained an “emotional affection” for the traditions of a great 

Je. Te is just possible, however, that it was the unrecog 
ре доо она Гб а бато Вок тепан, Irom 
the active world of people into an assault on the problems 
and mysteries of that world. Lacking a natural feeling for 
People, he sought to make up for that loss by knowing more 
bout them than anyone else. Without the small bu critical 
inheritance from his father he would not have felt his loss, 
tad the determination—stronger for being blind—to meke 
Up for it would never have been born. 

















Kroeber has stated that Boas “initiated all his own new 
paths and only subsequently sought contacts with the like 
Minded.” Whether or not this is an exaggeration, one 
fan at least point to some general influences. 

During he university days he wns attracted to the 
famous German geographer, Theobald Fischer, who di- 
rected his interests from physics and mathematics to physi 
al and, later, cultural geography. After his return from 
Забава ће became associated with Rudolf Virchow, who 
according to Kroeber, influenced him more than any other 
Scientist. Virchow was a rigorous scientist, whose greatest 
achievements were in pathology, but who also made some 








contributions to anthropology. His study of the distribution 
of blondes and brunettes among schoolchildren in Germany 
was the kind of patient, statistical study that character- 
ied much of Boas? future work. Virchow, like Boas, 
was skeptical of speculative hypotheses in science; in 1877, 
eighteen years after Darwin’s Origin of Species, he opposed 
the teaching of evolution in the schools on the grounds that 
it had not been “proved.” Like Bons’ parents, he was active 
in liberal polities, and joined the Revolutionists in 1848. 
He was well known for a pugnacious spirit in advancing 
and defending his views, both in science and in social and 
Political matters. His attitude of “icy enthusiasm” made 
‘great impression on Boas. 

Boas? expedition to Baffinland in 1883 marked three i 
portant and not unrelated events in his life: it launched his 
‘career in anthropology, it established his independence 
from his family, and jt came at a time when he had fallen 
in love. He reached maturity during this period, as the 
following quote testifies: “During these years in the sublime 
loneliness of the Arctic, and in contact with the active world, 
I have felt my strength ripen, and I became ready to learn 
how to teach” The conclusion of this reminiscence (in 
1906) is a letdown, but the feeling of growing power and 
creativity is there. 

He had gone to Bafinland primarily as a geographer, 
looking for the cultural effect on people of their physical 
environment, but as he lived and traveled with the Eskimos 
he became more concerned with the importance of social 
tradition аз а determinant of culture and personality. Ні 
realization of the power of social tradition in shaping 
human lives turned his interests from geography to ethnol= 
ogy, and marked the beginning of his career as an anthro- 
pologist, 

In 1888 he began his serious field work with the tribes 
of Northwestern Canada. He became especially interested 
in their folklore, noting its marked dissimilarity from Euro- 
pean folklore, and started what was to become one of the 
greatest collections of folklore in anthropology. ‘This trip 
to British Columbia was sponsored by the British Associa- 
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tion Committee on the Northwestern tribes of Canada, 
whose chairman was E. B. Tylor. He became interested 
in Tylor’s use of statistical methods on cultural data, and 
for a time believed that these methods could elicit answers 
to most of the problems in ethnology. 

From 1888 to 1899 he gained much knowledge and ex- 
perience as a fieldworker, museum curator, and teacher. By 
the turn of the century he was ready for one of the greatest 
teaching careers in American history. 

Boas had a passion for collecting, classifying, and pre- 
serving vast amounts of raw data, With the help of 
ber of barbers in New York City he once had over a million 
single hairs examined with magnifying glasses as part of 
fa study on the graying of hair. The most outstanding con- 
sistency in his work is his insistence on the importance of 
raw material from the field. He said of one of his former 
students that she had forgotten all the anthropology she 
knew, but her data were good; that saved her, in his eyes. 
‘There is much evidence to support Gladys Reichard’s esti- 
mation that “The strongest rocks in Boas? self-built monu- 
ment are his texts, his belief that what people record of 
themselves in their own words will in the last analysis re- 
veal their motivations and ideas most accurately.” 

Та the sharpest possible contrast to Malinowski's dra- 
matic reports, Boas presents his material on a culture with 
a deliberate economy of literary and imaginative effort. 
“After a very short preface, a work on the Kwakiutl Culture 
(his favorite people) begins with their Material Culture, 
then, under Houses, he gives the following description: 
“Houses are generally built on the ground. They are 
square, A large house measures ten by ten fathoms (e. 
257).” He uses the same faithful economy under “Emo- 
‘ional Life and Ethics”: “Pleasure is expressed by laughing. 
2274 woman because a man wants to marry her ; . . people 
‘who have had fun... husband and wife laugh together 
1+ The people laugh at fanny incidents.” ‘These deserip- 
tions go on without relief for 190 pages, marshaled under 
a careful categorical outline consisting of eleven major 
headings and about 160 sub-groups. 
































‘The restraint he used in describing a culture has been 
attributed to his zealous concern that only the strict 
methods of the sciences be employed in anthropology. His 
reports read much like a physicist’s laboratory notebook. 
Much has been made of his early training as a physicist in 
accounting for these objective, unemotional descriptions 
‘But, as in many other matters, this invites a comparison 
with Malinowski, who was also trained as a physical scien- 
tista fact which even Kroeber overlooked when, he re- 
markod, that he thought Bow training in physics was 
unique in anthropology. 

“According to Lee Sper, who often difers with other 
Boas commentators, Boas probably did not wholly enjoy 
field work and hed to discipline himself to it. Lowie, on the 
other hand, states that “Boas must be understood, first of 
al, asa field worker.” 

‘That Boas did not “wholly enjoy field work,” as Spier 
contends, can be supported by excerpts from his letter-diary 
to his parents in 1886, In describing an interview with 
‘Balla Coola Indians he writes, in part: 

In the meantime, screaming dirty children run about, some- 

times a meal is eaten. Doge and children force their way be- 

tween the people; fires smoke so that one can hardly see... 

Tn short, the whole thing is a test of patience. (November 8) 
He became unhappy and indignant when his work did not 
proceed on schedule, or when the quality of the data was 
not up to his expectations. He writes at about the same 
time: 

Today was my worst day since I have been here. I learned 

ire day running 
ery tired at night 
from running about so much and went to bed in a bad 

humor. That was a profitless day. (September 25) 

And a few days later he reports: 
‘Then I went to the Bella Coola, who told me another idiotie 
story... The fact that T obtain these storie in interesting, 
but the stories themselves are more horrible than some of the 
Eskimo stories, (October 8) 
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His celebrated respect and tolerance for cultural idio- 
smerny broke down when his work was affected by non- 
conformity : 


1 ат very cross because, my Tsimshian has deserted me., « 
From experience T shoüld know that such things happen, 
but it is easier said than done not to be angry about it, T 
told the good man, who by the way is very rel 
was the greatest linr T had ever known 
‘pastor about him. (September 24) 


Erom theas personal and informal reference to hin ex: 

riences in the fieldy and from hia formal ethnographieai 
Freeagent larmiga анаара 
ef his munuocript murtIoerease every day: “My maru 
script is becoming quite siseable and T bope to hav a valu- 
bie stock when T return to New York (October 9) And he 

constantly worried about the size of the daily increase 

am unhappy for every moment oot. (September 20), 

iT ente three hours without geting a Ung (Novere 
bir бу... Sind that my notes are very scant these days 
(November в) Та not pet much tolay мешш T 
Missed seeing one man (November Д) «Tail not get 
mach wizer foley (November 80) And alvays there Wax 
the morbid fear of every гм collector” "ou cannot 
imagine how T worry let lose my manuscript” (Novem 
без) 

Bons did not Jet sentiment creep into his oburrations 
of people; any sentimentality was retited to pastime ob- 
servatfong of nature: Magcent tll rv as elles knotty 
tule and’ another tree wheve pame T do not Быт, grow 
here, TE wa e beautiful walk. T'he ground was covered with 
Tash ferns and naked grey rock showed here and there Only 
here can one find nature free and untamed, so clone to the 
turmoil of а ойу.” One suspects here the emotional equip- 
ment for a botanist rather than an anthropologit, IE can 
ie argued, however, that emotional distance i nectnary 
for scent objectivity: that the botanist can be infatue 
sted with the turmoil of a city but must approach a fir tree 
Purged of feeling, By temperament or by choice Boas ap- 
































ached hs eld work with this kind of objectivity, He 
Ж шә want the record distorted by his own emotional in 
Yolvement. Whether or not this is a powible or desirable 
Jeni in anthropological feld work is a nice question, Mal 
inowska approach to ld work will provide a useful com- 











interesting, and confusing, that while Boas faith 
fully practiced the method of the sciences in anthropology 
khe inductive stepa), he wan umanlly skeptical 
t eful generalizat 

sever presen” he tals, 
generalizations that may be obtained by the study of cul- 
tration are commonplaces.” There inn difference 
of opinion among Boas students and commentators as to 
heder or not e believed it pomible to formulate laws of 
Toca development One ean And in kis writing expressions 

on both side of the question. 

‘As cary optima regarding the formulation of leva 
of cultural detlopment found in his farms paper, “The 
imitations of the Comparative Method of Anthropology” 
(1890): “We agreed that certain Jawe exist which govern 
Eomh ot buman uitare, and i io our endeavor to 
disesar there lawn.” In a review of Malinowsh?s: Crime 
tnd Custom in 1030 he comments on the “implied hope” in 
that study Bt general ит о! кюй conditioning may be 
found and leer sen that <... there remains a fundamentat 
Giterence between a complex phenomenon that has grown 
ap hove and, generalized cei Lae, The come 
plexity of historical vents is such that the cultural life 
Hany people and of any tribe can be understood only as 
an outgrowth of thow unique conditions under which it 











































He believed it legitimate to ask “how far specific laws 
may be found that, exprs analogous pr ing 
in diverse societies,” and this is probably « good general 
indication of how far he would go in drawing generaliza- 
tions from comparative anthropological data, He refused 
to go beyond what he took to be direct evidence in describ- 
ing a culture, and since considerable speculation is re- 
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quired for a more or less complete portrait of a community, 
фир ы еы а 

It is easy to find in Boas’ writings many contradictions 
in doctrines. The explanation is tobe found in the fact that 
he formulated theories chiefiy as a polemic against the fash- 
ionable doctrines of the day. He was, above all, a skeptic 
and an analyst, In 1800 he dealt a blow to the evolutionary 
theory and the comparative method from whieh American 
anthropology has never recovered, He proposed * 
reconstruction” in place of “evolutionary reconstruction, 
his aim being to replace a deductive approach with indue- 
tive methods, It was to be accomplished by carefully work- 
ing many restricted cultural areas, and then comparing 
the processes of cultural growth in each are 
at sound inductive 
up th 
of environment and the psychological conditions that are 
reflective in it we have made a step forward, as we can 
then investigate in how far the same causes or other causes 
were at work in the development of other cultures. Thus 
by comparing histories of growth general laws may be 
found.” His main point against the evolutionists and their 
“comparative method” is that they attribute cultural simi- 
lnsities to identical processes, on the unfounded assumption 
that the human mind obeys the same laws everywhere. Te is 
never safe, he argues, to compare only the results of cul- 
tural growth, because similar customs, traits, and beliefs 
can develop from different causes. Only after intensively 
studying the processes of growth in small goo 1 
‘areas and then comparing the histories of their individu 
development is it legitimate to look for general laws of cul- 
tural growth, 

The period from 1895 to 1905 has been called Boas? 
“enthusiastic perio 
tionists, and at the same time offered a positive program 
for limited historical reconstruction and the formulation 
of laws of cultural development, From 1900 to 1920, under 
his influence, culture history and reconstruction became the 
dominant concerns of American anthropologists, Boas, 





























































however, grew uneasy about the optimism which his ideas 
had generated and in the years which followed shifted 
emphasis to acculturation studies, then to functionalism 
and, finally, to personality-culture problems, He became 
dissatisfied with any doctrine which threatened to expl 
too much, and would attack it as a dangerous oversimpl 
cation of the problems. ‘That he happened to have been the 
author of the doctrine made no difference, 

‘This attitude led to some interesting controversies with 
his students, the most famous of which isan exchange with 
Kroeber recorded in the American Anthropologist. As an 
eariy, student of Bons, Kroeber war impressed with the 

sibility of useful reconstruction by means of compara- 
Eire history, and he ume to consider anthropology as a 
historical science. A number of years after Boas had turned 
‘against this view Kroeber protested, In his reply Boas 
chided Kroeber for being satisfied with less than a “hi 
degree of probability for a conclusion,” and called hi 
“Epicurean.” He presented himself as a foe of all specula- 
tive theory, and concluded with the statement, thet “Арво 
Jute systems of phenomena as complex as those of culture 
are imponible. They nil always be refectione of our own 
culture.” The implication here is that scientific generaliza- 
tions about cultures other than our own are impossible; 
has had a considerable influence in American anthropology. 

‘This extreme skepticism, while useful at times, has had 
some unfortunate results. It is reported that when Kroeber 
offered to show Boas a list of comparative vocabularies 
purporting to show the relationships of some North Ameri- 

Tndian languages, Boas refused to look at it, saying he 
“not interested.” ‘The incident is supposed to have 
occurred during a controversy in the field of linguis 
(started by Sapir’s classification of North American Indian 
languages), in which Boas denied that the relationshi 
proposed by Sapir existed, According to some experts, the 
opposition of Bons and his students to Sapir's work 
rupted progress in this feld for a generation. 

jons grew more skeptical of theory as the years went by 
and concentrated his great energies on the intensive work- 
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ing of rest as, with the use of the most precise 
and exhaustive statistical methods he could find. Being com- 
mitted, as he was, to an almost exclusive inductive approach 
in science he could never find sufficient evidence to support 
a generalization. 

His insistence on “cultural relativism —a consistent at- 

ide throughout all his work—enabled him to study a 
culture with « minimum of ethnocentric preconceptions, In 
to far as this attitude against making value judg- 
ments about a culture founded upon the values of our own 
culture, it is undoubtedly a prerequisite for responsible 
field work and cultural analysis. Bons had great influence 
in making t ude thropology. 
Tt is when he to the point 
Where it seems to deny the possibility of m 
parative and general statements about cultures, that some 
students begin to wonder what anthropology can contribute 
to a knowledge of human behavior, This is a problem which 
continues to haunt anthropology. Kroeber, recently, seemed 
to be wistfully looking for a way to escape the relativity of 
modern anthropology and, as he put it, “to smuggle 
human nature back into the study of man.” 

Te is possible, as suggested above, to Tink Boas with al- 
most every major theoretical and methodological doctrine 
in modern anthropology. He worked aways to keep anthro- 
ology free from “iapeoulative theory,” and hald to any 
theory himself only so long as it served the purpose of de- 
stroying or weakening the current dogma, This impatience 
with theoretical speculation kept him alvays in the van- 
guard of anthropological theory, and opened important 

of research and analysis, It is probably pos 

ery worker in anthropology since Boas that 
‘stem from Bons’ work, or that Bons practiced 
them first, This can be said, however, only if one disregards 
the importance of emphasis, 
























































тик камок of Boas interests and accomplishments in an- 
thropology has not been approached by any other anthro- 





pologist, except, perhaps, by Kroeber. It included every 
major area in physical and cultural anthropology. 

Boas was most comfortable with data that could be col- 
lected and classified so as to be susceptible of statistical 
alysis, Tn his famous studies of race and ph 
id development he made the fullest use of sti 
niques and analyses. He abandoned the conve 
‘atomic approach to the study of physical types and 
substituted the application of biometric techniques to great 
masses of data, 

ix main contribution to an understanding of race was 
his insistence on the plasticity of the human physical type. 
He conceived of man as a domesticated animal, possessing 
lity of physical type characteristic of other do- 
ional paper published in 
1912 he reported on the variations of head forms among 
the 17,821 subjects he and thirteen research assistants had. 
measured. The results showed si 
forms between American immige 
Dorn descendants, the differences varying directly with the 
length of time the parents had been in the United States, 
‘The changes among those studied (Italians, Czechs, and 
Tews) were all in the direction of the Anglo-Saxon type 
dominant in the United States. 

In selecting head form as a measurement of variability 
due to environmental influence, Boas selected the trait most 
commonly supposed to be stable. He did not offer any ex 
planation to account for these changes; in fact, 
gisting modesty, he concluded that “all we h 
is that head forms may undergo certain changes in course 
of time, without ch id 
along with other 
tab 1 




































hich are dependent upon the 
for the particular form they will assume, ‘The “nature- 
nurture” controversy was largely obviated by this alterna- 
tive. 

j Boas, Prans, “Changes In Ме Воду Form of Descendints of Tami- 
кчы анан Аара, Ха, Мат Ко O 
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Among the most interesting of Boas’ studies on the in- 
fluence of environment on growth and development was 
his study of children in the Hebrew Orphan Asylum in 
New York City. The study demonstrated the value of a 
home environment over institutional environment in regard 
to general physical development, and further demonstrated 
the salutary effect on the development of children in the 
orphan asylum which resulted from a change in administra- 
ion, ‘The factors which affected the changes were not 
limited to diet and medical care, but included the degree of 
ntation employed and the concern for meeting the 
idual needs of the children. Recent studies on the gen- 
evelopment of children in foundling homes 
tutions have corroborated and extended 
Boas? work in this field. 

Та his famous book, The Mind of Primitive Man, Boas 
probably contributed’ more than any other person to a 
{general enlightenment on the question of race; it has been 
called the “Magna Carta of race equality.” Init, he clearly 
demonstrated that races were mixed end unstable, and that 
Physical type bore no inherent relationship to mentality, 
Virtue, language, or other cultural traits, All his life he 
sought to further the practical humanitarian consequences 
of his work on race. 

‘Throughout 






















understanding of foreign cultures. He made ma; 
tributions to the folklore literature of the Tsimshian, 
Kwakiutl, Kutenai, and Keres cultures. As editor of the 
Journal of American Folklore from 1908 to 1925 he was 
responsible for the interest which led to a great collection 
ot North American Tndian materi 

In the study of Tsimshian mythology, his best known 
work in this field, he emphasized the direct relationship of 
myth to the daily lives of the people: “ . , those incidenta 
of everyday life,” he states, “that are of importance to 
them will appear either incidentally or as the basis of a 
plat. Most of the references to the mode of life of the people 
‘ill be an accurate reflection of their habits, The devalo 
ment of the plot of the story, furthermore, will, on t 




















whole, exhibit clearly what is considered right and what 
‘wrong. .. ‘They present in a way an autobiography of 
the tribe.” The individual, for Boas, remained at the center 
of all social institutions, and he insisted that even the most 
‘esoteric philosophical and religious doctrines be seen as 
institutionalized manifestations of the everyday ideas, at- 
titudes, and values of the mass of the people. 

There are those who claim that Boas was a practici 

int? long before workers like Malinowski anc 
Radcliffe-Brown had written a line. То substantiate this 
they point to his efforts to correlate folklore, myth, 
Philosophy, and religion with the daily lives of the people 
they refer to his preoceupation with the relationship of 
physical and cultural development; and they cite his work 
ith language in which he relates linguistic form to cultural 
experience. T. K. Penniman writes that in Boas’ work on 
the Central Eskimo (1888), “We can see the relation of 
every feature to every. other, and its true function in the 
Whole culture.” 

Leslie Spier, a rather consistent dissenter among Boas 
commentators, does not share the view that Boas made 
Significant contributions to an understanding of the rela- 
tions of the individual to culture. He admits that Boas was 
aware of the problems and that his ethnographies contained 
the data for a functional analysis, but states that it re- 
mained for students such as Lowie, Mead, and Benedict to 
make specific contributions in that feld. It is probably safe 
to say that when Bons finished collecting mater 
ture there was data available for any kind of analy 
therein an important question as to how valuable data can 
be which is not collected with definite theoretical, and neces- 

ily speculative, preconceptions, Boas consciously avoided 
such a conscious foreshadowing of problems, 

At the very end of his career he gave his blessing to cul- 
ture-personality studies, but expressed unhappiness about 
the methods currently employed in that area, He was 
терде оГ һе үе оГ “ел йону" claiming that they 
чете based on faulty memorjes and infuenced by present 
concerns, He favored an eavesdropping approach, where 
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the observer recorded the small events of daily life and 

listened in on informal discussions and gossip sessions. 
and medi 





He was suspicious of the work of psycholog 
sal men in anthropology, and believed that their 
‘led to much confused thinking.” Psychiatrists in particu- 
ler came in for eriticism: “I believe particularly that the 
use of psychoanalysis for attacking the problems of primi- 
tive culture can not bear the light of careful critical exam- 
ination, I accept as an important contribution the effect of 

riences in early life upon the personality of the indi- 
vidual, but when the attempt is made to explain mythology, 
totemism, taboo on the basis of psychoanalytic theories T 
‘ean not follow. ‘There are so many hypotheses involved in 
each step that it seems to me that the results can no longer 
be called scientifically sound.” 

‘The inevitable absence of precise methods and techniques 
in cultural anthropology probably prevented Boas from 
pursuing the problems in this field with the consistency and 
‘enthusiasm that characterized his work in physical anthro- 
[ру Аш, his extreme caltural relativism tended to in- 

bit any comfortable assertions about human behavior in 
foreign cultures. A tape measure is a safe guide in the 
measurement of hend form and stature in any culture, but 
there are no such tools for measuring the happiness or 
evaluating the moral codes of « people. Tt in ult to 
get “scientific results,” such as Bons demanded, in many 
areas of cultural anthropology, and his achievements in 
this field reflect his uneasiness with intuitive and specular 
tive procedures. 

“Murray B, Emereau has said that Bons “is the guru 
the ancestor of learning, of all those in this country who 
work in descriptive linguistics.” There is no doubt about 
the value of his relativiom in this field. Не refused to impose 
on primitive tongues the familiar forms and categories of 

the two grent families of language (Indo-European and 

ig that every tongue must be studied ac- 
‘own structure. His free appronch to linguis- 
and the work he accomplished with it resulted in the 
rapid emergence of comparative linguis 


















































Boas considered an intimate knowledge of the language 
as indispensable to the ethnology of a culture. In his Hand- 
book of American Indian Languages, a classic work, he 
‘emphasizes the importance of the observer's command of 

language, which enables him to grasp the subtleties of 
life revealed through informal conversations and ac- 
tivities. 











on ms accom} фо field of anthro- 

logy and for his unfailing integrity, Boas must be put 
own as one of the giants of modern anthropology. The 
problems that he discovered and the methods and attitudes 
that he developed to denl with them have, to an important 
extent, shaped the course that modern anthropology has 
taken, especially in this country. 

First on the list of his achievements is the vast amount of 
ethnographic material he collected and preserved. His cul- 
tural, linguistic, and biometric data were taken from many 
tribes among the Eskimos and from the Indians of the 
Northwest Coast, the Southwest, the Plains, and Californie 
Like Frazer, he believed that the collection of factual in- 
formation was the safest and most permanent contribution 
the anthropologist could make. But while Frazer got his 
information from the libraries at Cambridge, Boas got his 
from original work in the field. He is the founder of modern 
field work in the United States, 

‘As a methodologist in the social sciences, he is conspicu- 
‘ous for practicing, rather than merely advocating, cert 
scientific н вені cally the ap 

to socal dat, Hy serine his 






















Treatment to the work of others. 
Curbing th exces of lost every techol” of anthro. 
ology. His critique of the evolutionary theory and the 
ORI method ia anthropology has been especialy 

Tein diiclt to estimate his positive contributions to 
ethnological theory. He can be associated with almost all 
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theories, but can be identified with none, Always conscious 
af the bewildering complexity of man and soci 
garded all general theories as premature, if not, in prin- 
ciple, impossible, It was here, if anywhere, that his great 
Tirtues became a burden and a Imitation, к 

Because of his massive reputation, the weaknesses in his 
work have had a far greater influence than they might have 
had. Extreme skeptici and a dread of making mis 
qualified most of his work from around 1910 on. ‘The enor- 
‘mous complexities in the study of man and society and the 
problems of cultural relativism seemed to him to present 
overwhelming obstacles to any useful generalizations in 
ethnology. ‘The rigid requirements of “scientific proof” 
теге sacred to Bons, and he therefore imposed strict limita- 
tions on his work and on the work of others. What did not 
seem justified by inductive investigation should not be as- 
serted; only the careful working of restricted areas by 
many workers over many years could lend to safe general 
zations, It is no wonder that he remained pessimistic; the 
thought alone of the data from thousands of past cultures 
lost forever, must have haunted him, And what if one did 
finally recognize the “emergence” of a generalization from 
all the material that had been collected and compared for 
many years? The data from the very next culture that 
came under investigation might refute it. This is the prob- 
lem that all who invest everything in “pure induction” 
face, and it is the reason that modern science, popular 
opinion to the contrary, has never really practiced it 

‘To the day of his death, Boas was busy revi 
terial on the Kwak ty 
years earlier, This patient, indefatigable commitment to 
‘the establishment of precision and certainty in anthropol- 
ору can be seen as his greatest contribution and in greatest 
weakness; for while it introduced a sorely needed discipline 
into the field, it also inhibited in him and in many of his 
students the speculative spirit and the accommodation to 
uncertainty that are indispensable to any science. 






























ing 
tl, just as he had been doing 


















BRONISLAW MALINOWSKI 


THE MAN OF SONGS 


JIE ABILITY 0 UNDERSTAND very different kinds of 
T people is often related to an innate lack of set values 
and standards. Tt is no accident that a great novelist like 
Balzac, who could penetrate and portray with impartial 
accuracy the character of bankers, prostitutes, and artists, 
Was a moral relativist of psychopathie proportions. Tt is 
also no accident that the most successful feld worker in 
the history of anthropology, Bronislaw Malinowski, was 
the mort eccentric and controversial figure ever to enter the 
field of anthropology. 

‘Malinowski recognized no boundaries, This trait infuri- 
ated profesional anthropologists who wanted to establish 
an independent scientife discipline, but it won the confi- 
dence and trust of primitive peoples to a degree that has 
never been equated Te ignored te seademie partitioning 
of the field of human behavior into the cubicles of anthro- 
Pology, sociology, and psychology, and moved freely from 
one medium to another according to the requirements of the 
problem. In the same spirit, he approached his primitive 
subjects free from intellectual or emotional preconception 
tu to what constitutes the right way to live. His que 


























jal behavior and cultural institutions 
were limited to: Does it work? How does it work? Why does 
it work? With these questions he founded the “functional. 
ist” school of anthropology, and started the tradition of 
the “participant observer” in anthropological field work, 

‘Malinowski was а natural “participant.” He reveled in 
the unpredictable drama of human encounters, His home 
‘was usually crowded with students, friends, colleagues, and 
strangers. In fact, it was so crowded that hia wife kept a 
house outside of London where she could escape the cot 
fusion periodically, 

‘For Malinowski, however, a crowded house, like « large 
audience or a lively seminar, provided the ideal conditions 
for creative thought and work. ‘The hand-to-hand combat 
and co-operation of the informal seminar was his favorite 
setting for teaching and research. 

In contrast to his later life, Malinowski’ childhood was 
‘lonely опе, Не was an only child, and his father died when 
he was still a young boy. A lifelong attachment between 
mother and son began at that time. Until they were se 
rated by the war, Malinowski’s mother moved with him 
‘wherever he went and watched over him with affectionate 
‘care. His introduction to anthropology was from her lips, 
{or she read to him for an entire year when an eye operation 
made it impossible for him to read at the very beginning of 
his career in anthropology. His mother’s death in 1919, 
while « captive hostess to the Russian soldiers billeted in 
Ber house, was a tragedy from which he barely recovered. 

‘Malinowski was born in Cracow, Poland, April 7, 

His father was a nobleman of the landed gentry, but fol- 
lowed an academic career as professor of Slavic philology 
at Jagiellon University, in Cracow. Malinowski’ early edu- 
cation was at the King Jan Sobieski Public School, From 
there he entered the University at Cracow, where, in 100 
Ме леене а PhD. degree. in ph ıd mathematics, 
His degree was awarded with the highest honors in the 
Austrian Empire. 

1 Cracow, a free ly republic, wa Incorporated Int the Autrlan Ba 
вн, 





































































‘A promising carer in the physical sciences, which beg 
with two years of study and research in Wilhelm Ostwald’ 
Jaboratory of physical chemistry at Leipzig, was canceled 
by Malinowski chance reading of Frazer Golden Bough, 
Before he put down the last volume of that work, his career 
in the physical sciences had ended, and he had become dedi 
омей to anthropology: “For no sooner had T begun to read 
thin great work” wrote Malinowski, “than T became im- 
mersed in it and enslaved by it . . . and became bound to 
the service of Frazerian anthropology.” 

‘Unlike his idol and mentor, Sir James Frazer, Malinow- 
ski did not serve anthropology from the library. After four 
Sears of study, research, and writing at the London School 
SE Economics, he set oat em a eld trip о Атай б 
Secretary toa field expedition sponsored by the British 
‘Association for the Advancement of Seience. He had 
trained by the greatest feld worker of the day, C. G. Selig- 
man, who thought so highly of Malinovskis potential as 
tn enthropologist that he bad offered to have his own salary 
cut so thet Malinowski could be hired forthe faculty of the 
London School of Economics, Besides Seligman and Frazer, 
he had studied with Westermarck, Rivers, and Hobhouse 
in London. In 1918, he published his first book, The Family 
‘Among the Australian Aborigines, He was well qualified to 


























make the field trip to Australia, and no anthropologist, 
before or since, made so much of his training and oppor- 
tunities. 


Tt was the accident of war, however, that determined the 
inowski's life, “Accident” and “ar- 

огу terms for most people; but 
and 







himself to enforced idle- 
ness he persuaded the Australian government to let him 
explore their territories during his internment. He was s0 
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convincing that the government even supplied him with 
funds to carry out his work, т 

‘Malinowski stayed in Australia for six years, and made 
three extensive field trips, one to Mailu (1918) and two 
to the Trobriand Islands (1915-1916 and 1917-1918). The 
field work in Australia was the crucial experience for Mali- 
nowski's earcer, He lived like a native, and with the natives 
experienced directly the demands and comforts of their cul- 
ture. His celebrated intolerance toward a relatively nca- 
demic anthropology (based on 
distribution studies, and other impersonal investigations), 
was rooted in this experience. 

‘Malinowski was married in Melbourne in 1019 to Elsie 
Rosaline Masson, the daughter of a well-known profess 
of chemistry, Sir David Masson. They left Australis 
shortly after their marriage and went to the Canary Islands 
for a year of relaxation and quiet work. Malinowski had 
become seriously ill in Australia, after he had received 
word of his mother’s death. 

Tn 1921 the Malinowskis, who now had a daughter, moved 
to Cassie where they lived for two years while Malinowski 
studied and prepared his work for publication, ‘They then 
bought a house in the north of Italy from which Malinowski 
‘commuted regularly to London. He accepted the position 
of Reader in Social Anthropology at the University of 
London in 1924 and the chair of Anthropology there in 
1927. The family, which had been enlarged by the birth of 
two more daughters, moved to London in 1929. Here 
inowski could be closer to his students and colleagues and 
Participate in the active social life which he always enjoyed. 

Malinowski had visited the United States in 1926 and 
had worked during the summer of that year at the Uni 









































versity of California. By the time of his second visit in 
1988, as a lecturer at Cornell University, he was known as 
ıa famous teacher, anthropologist, and scientist whose works 





had been translated into a half-dozen languages and who 
had trained some of the best anthropologists in the field. 
He had also become a popular lecturer of wide appeal who 


had interested many laymen and scientists from other fields 
in anthropology. 

Та 1930 he was selected to represent the University of 

London and the Polish Academy at the Harvard Tercen- 
tenary. He was hailed there as “an anthropological ex- 
plorer who initiated a new movement for the study of the 
{regarious habits of the human race.” His popular lecture 
on “Culture” was attended by an overflow crowd, and hun- 
dreds of people had to be turned away despite the fact that 
other famous men, among them Sir Arthur Eddington, 
were lecturing at the same time. 
'Back in England in 1987, Malinowski became sick again 
jd in 1998 left for the United States to spend his Sab- 
batical in Arizona. The Second World War started in 
1080 as Malinowski was preparing to return to Europe, 
He decided to stay in the United States and took a position 
on the faculty at Yale, He made a study of the Zapotec of 
Mexico in 1040 and 1941. On May 18, 1942, Malinowski 
‘resided ts President at the opening of the Polish Institute 
Of Arts and Sciences. He died suddenly of a heart attack 
the next day at his home in New Haven, Connecticut 














‘watz iti a commonplace that a man's work is always some 

ie i especially true 

foowaki was aman of great enthsanm and directness who 

evoked strong and impassioned responses from other peo- 

le; his personality and his work have always been the sub- 
Jeet of heated controversy. 

His success in dealing with the natives of the villages 
he studied and in reporting their most guarded thoughts 
‘and sentiments—talents which placed his ethnographical 
reports on a new level of descriptive excellence—mu, i 
large part, be attributed to Malinowski's extremely sensi 
tive nature. His curiosity and sympathy extended to all 
people and was spontaneous and intuitive as well as an- 
‘lytical, His likes and dislikes for other people were equally 
strong and freely indulged; one always knew where one 
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stood with Malinowski, He had great talent for getti 
People to talk about themselves, His eldest daughter, Jozefas 
recalls how, in а café in Italy, Malinowski soon had the large 
family of the proprietor around him pouring out informa- 
tion about themselves and their town. Tf he became bored 
with such a session, however, he would simply get up and 
interview endings гру asi had 
хонда was always free of the social niceties 
ich at tins interfer with the communication of thoughts 
эп feelings between people, and although classed as ec- 
Centric in his own sockety, this freedom undoubtedly con- 
tributed to his great suecess in winning the confidence and 
loosening the tongues of those in whom he was interested, 
As an observer, he was especially alert to the nuances of 
human behavior which ean elude the well-trained, consci 
ious bt le entire worker, od whieh ar depen 
to an accurate report of a 
From his own experience in life Malinowski was avare 
of the hidden motives which can influence human behavior 
And was conscious of the necessity of looking for them in 
studying other people. He practiced this motive hunting in 
his personal, as well as professional relationships. On 
for example, he and his daughters were em- 
jitter quarrel five minutes after they met for 
the first time in a year and a half, At the height of the 
argument, which had to do with whether they should go to 
some fancy place to eat, as the girls wanted, or to a quiet 
place, where Malinowski could have all their attention, he 
withdrew himself and calmly analyzed the argument in 
terms of their respective, hidden motives. 
to Raymond Firth, an old and favorite stu- 
dent of his, Malinowski often behaved this way during a 
ited argument: “And if a crisis arose—beeause one could 
argue ficrcely with him at times—he had a most disarming 
way of suddenly putting aside li emotion, and spreading 
the whole thing out on the table, as it were, for analysis of 
own motives as well as those of the other person.” 
‘This capacity for objective, unemotional analysis was 
the fulerum for two emotional extremes in Malinowski 











walk away, 















































Although usually charming, witty, and optimistic, he was 
subject to moods of severe depression, He imagined him- 
self besieged by illness and disease, and defended himself 
with ritualistic diets and exercises. His most feared and 
[Енен fanany wa tate wosld end up in è vork 








Milnor revo guint orthdory begen at an iy 
age without apparent turmoil. Hin mother was a Catholic, 
tid he was atitly reared in the Catholic tradition, One 
у he vase young men et Caco ely J in 
a railway carriage asked him why he “believed” ; not hav- 
ing a satisfactory answer, Malinowski became an agnos 
“4 remained one. He was often a source of embarran- 
ment to his daughters, whom he would not allow to be 
ишед айй they were old enough to make a mature de- 
Зов for themselves At the Church of England schools 
Shieh they attended from tine to time Malinowski would 
Tot dress “properly” on his visits nor attend the chapel 
servis, wich bored him. After a broadcast over Ehe 
B.B.C. in which he prociained his agnosticism, the Salva- 
tion Army left religous tracts onthe family doorstep. 
“Although Malinowski could not accept any Kind of for- 
mal religion for himself, be argued eloquently for the im- 
portance of religion n society, He states, in one place: “A 
find sia ite must be based upon a truly religious sy 
fem of values, that is, one which reflects the revel 
Ur od theexience of spiritual and orl order” The Kind 
of “inconsistency” was common with Malinowski, He wan 
for example, an enthusiastic advocate of “progressive edu 
cation,” but would not permit his daughters to be so edu- 
tated, and wad that be would not permit children reared in 
фе кїн abune the i ero i omen 
tw for society was not necessarily good for 
Malinowski. As a student of Sonn 
tural inpertives which interfere with 
nis of one's own оешу. 
‘Malinowski did not simply disdain the usual customs and 
proprietie, he took « positive pleasure in violating them, 
And there are many anecdotes Concerning his unusual be- 
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эи, М каў, тый Шы he тош ел Ашы 
while lying in bed with his pajama tops on and the bottoms 
Trapped around his head. Firth remembers the time Mal. 
inowski was found lying on the foor of the gallery at the 
Covent Garden Opera House during a performance of 
Das Rheingold. When asked about his strange behavior 
Malinowski retorted: “One wants to hear Wagner, not to 
‘see fat Rhine Maidens.” 

From the fragmentary accounts of Malinowski's per- 
sonality one geta the overall impression of ап шырай, от 
some might say, unsocial, child: he had great energy and 
used it recklessly; he was intensely curious; he could be 
tender or nasty, according to his true feelings he could 
penetrate the disguised feelings of others; and he was al- 
ways candid, These traits, together with a sympathy that 
as Marett puts it, “could find its way to the heart of th 
shyest savage,” played a large part in his legendary success 
as a field worker, Never securely tied to his own culture, 
Malinowski was better able to perceive the ideas, attitudes, 
and feelings of those ina foreign culture. Hl seemed a true 
‘cosmopolitan, 

‘Although acutely sensitive, Malinowski 
mentalist and he could not tolerate a naive, unrealistic at- 
titude toward the world. He was scornful of any attempts 

success by i or faith and, although his 
ns often suggested fruitful ideas and lines of 
inquiry, he serutinized his own work and methods con- 
‘tantly for uncertainty, vagueness, and inconsistency. He 
seemed to combine the qualities of the poet and the scien- 
tists the qualities, that i, that are commonly attributed to 
not so different types. м, 
waki was a populer tencher and lecturer, His in- 
fluence as к teacher andl a popularizes was atleast as great 
fs that which emanated from his writings, Hi 
teacher was, i 

























































intense enthusiasm for anthropology and often appeared 
as a combative advocate for nome definite. and nally 
Controversial point of view. His students often pictured 


him as a gladiator fighting heroically and bri 
new or unpopular method, idea, or interpretation, 

According to one of his favorite students, Audrey Rich- 
ards, it was the intensity of his work that made the strong- 
est impression on his students, Along with naiveté, 
Malinowski deplored above all an incapacity for, or an in 
difference toward, hard work and would not tolerate the 
signs of 
and himself as a unit, a team which would devote its entire 
energy to the solution of the most difficult problems. Those 
that could not, or would not, contribute their 
left behind. 

Tt was easy for Malinowski to sustain a genuine en- 
thusiasm in front of his students, because he ignored the 
University Curriculum and his classes worked only on the 
problems that interested him at the time. This practice 
may have resulted in the neglect of a comprehensive body 
of factual material, but it had the great advantage of in- 
troducing students to the methods and theories of anthro- 
pology at the frontiers of the field. Since there was always 
something important to Malinowski at stake in these classes 
and seminars, his zeal was great, if unpredictable. In any 
‘mood, he was always direct and provocative. Audrey Rich- 

‘remarks that whether his pupils were “irritated by 




































Malinowski preferred the informality of the seminar to 
the formality of the lecture room, although he was brilliant 
‘at both. He was always looking for the “general problem” 
which was at the bottom of any inquiry or study, and in- 
sisted on finding it in a “fundamental human situation 
Malinowski considered this “coefficient of reality,” as he 
jokingly called it (according to Firth), of the grentest im- 

rtance to an understanding of our own society. Tt was, 

aid, the main justifieation for anthropology. 

linowski's functional studies of culture, studies which 
always breathed life into their subjects, attracted 
dents from all over the world and from many disciplines 
to his seminars. Colonial administrators, university lee- 
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were in poor taste, A remark like, “The enting up of de- 


crepit parents is a good method of old-age insurance, while 
expressing fully an appreciation of one’s progenitors,” was 
considered more fippant than entertaining or enlightening 
by certain anthropologists. 

‘There is no doubt that, as a personality, Malinowski had 
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‘great influence on the history of anthropology. All of 
‘work—his feld work, his theories, his teachings, and his 
‘popularizations—reflected the power of his personality. 






‘ra rant background for Malinowski’ work was broad 
‘and varied. His training as a chemist served as an intro- 
duction to the disciplines of physical science, and he never 














early anthropological readings (especially the works of 
Frazer), while they must have offended his sense of rigor, 
stimulated in him an enthusiasm for anthropology. At Lon- 
don he became acquainted with such men as Frazer, Wester- 
marek, C. 8. Seligman, W. H. R. Rivers, Haddon, Prince 
Kropotkin, Havelock Ellis, Hobhouse, and Marett. Of these, 
he was especially influenced and stimulated by Wester- 
marek, Seligman, Frazer, Rivers, and Haddon. 
Durkheim's functional approach to the study of soci 
impressed Malinowski very much, although he critici 
the French sociologist and his followers for exaggerat 
the socia] nature of man and neglecting individual varia. 
‘and innovation. He attempted to modify Durkheim’ 
functionalism with the psychological theories of Pav- 
low, Wundt, and later, Freud. But Durkheim's main idea 
—that one must always look for the cultural re 



























‘and Jones did not last very long. He 
ir claims “exorbitant,” their arguments “chaotic,” 
ir terminology “tangled.” But he still expressed an 
indebtedness to them for a dynamie theory of mind,” and 
valued their concentration on child psychology and “life 
history” He also appreciated their candid t 

of sex. Tt was characteristic of Malinowski’s recept 
mind that, while he remained « behay his psychol- 
ogy, he made a useful synthesis of psychoanalytic doctrines 
in much of his field work. According to Kluekhohn, Mal- 
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inowski “could translate from one intellectual idiom to an~ 
other with matchless lucidity.” Studies of the family and 
Kinship, studies which required the integration of several 
theories and methods of inquiry, suited Malinowski's in- 
terests and talents very well. 

“Malinowski insisted on relegating the methods of evalu 
tionary anthropology to a minor role in the analysis of 
culture. Cultural processes are subject to laws, but the 
Jaws are to be found “i ction of the real elements 
of culture,” not in the “survivals” upon which the evolu- 
tionists reconstruct the stages and processes of culture, 

‘This departure from evolutionary theory was not new 
with Malinowski, Functionalism had become popular in 
many fields by Malinowskis time and was influencing work 
in science, government, philosophy, and the arts. Malinow- 
‘ki himself traces the functional view of culture as far back 
as Bastian and cites many names and “schools” as having 
contributed to the view. Among those he mentions are 
‘Tylor, Robertson Smith, Wundt, Frazer, Westermarck, 
Marett, Boas, Wissler, Krocber, Lowie, Radin, Sapir, Bene- 
dict, and the French sociologists. With himself, however, he 
names only the following as having applied the functional 
method systematically and exclusively in ethnological eld 
work: W. Hoernle, Radcliffe-Brown, and R. ‘Thurnwald. 
Lowie names Bachofen, Fustel de Coulanges, anà Bons as 
having made significant contributions to the study of eul- 
tures in their “intertwined state” and goes on to state that 
probably everywhere scholars have followed the practice 
intuitively.” "This, however, is a little like saying that i 
formulating the law of gravity, Newton only made explicit 
what everyone knew “intuitively.” Somewhat more generous 
is Lowie's conclusion, that, while others had preached or 

racticed the “faith of functionalism,” Malinowski did 

h. 


However indebted he may have been to others for his 
functionalism, Malinowski was certainly the one who ms 

the integrated study of culture a popular method in am 
thropology. The unusual length of time he spent in the 
‘Trobriand Islands, living as a Trobriand, convinced him 



















































that a culture can be understood only by an intimate knowl- 
edge of how the individual experiences his cultural en- 
vironment. 

Malinowski’s methodology was based on the com 
that there exist “scientific laws of culture.” Tt is esser 
n scientific theory that its assumptions be made ex 
its refutation made easy by conceivable testing and an 

sis. Malinowski always attempted to state his theories 
wo that they conformed to this rae, 

Although he defined anthropology as the “comparative 
science of culture” Malinowski was often critical of the 
tg ads of the comparative method by the evolutionary 
anthropologists. He was especially critical of the concept 
tf survival which played шаһ а crucial part in evolution. 
‘ary reconstruction. He could not accept the implication, 
that an institution can outlive its function and pointed out 
that so-called survivals disappear as we learn more about 
a society and the specifie cultural context of a given in- 

itution, In a typical polemic Malinowski suggests how 

is “Marriage in the past did 
ting together of fish and hard- 
boiled eggs, nor in the tossing of rice, nor yet in the wag- 
Bing of rods or green trees, There is no reason, therefore, 
to assume that because in some tribes the marriage act 
consists in a mimic capture, capture in dead earnest was 
the origin of marriage.” 

Malinowski shared ‘Tylor’s concern th 
not become preoccupied with “savage 
urged that anthropology emerge from its “Flerodotage” 
(coined from Herodotus) and “anecdotage 
to Tylor, it was the reliance on survivals 
feared would help perpetuate a distorted view of primitive 

ене. Society, for Malinowski, consisted of a body of 














































jı the study of these institutions—economie and po- 
2 systems, education, law, religion, science, family or- 
ganization—and the individual's relationship to them that 
must take precedence over historical reconstruction, 





Bronislaw Malinowski та 
whether in the hands of the evolutionists or the difusion- 


ists, 

While admitting that careful, sober, and limited evolu- 
tionary reconstructions and diffusionist hypotheses could 
be profitable, if secondary, enterprises, Mali 

iied “tribal-genius” studies. He 
criticized Boas and his students, such as Ruth Benedict, 
for fostering a concept of culture which was so general and 
vague as to defy any kind of scientific evaluation. Mal- 
Шоо vas uncompromising in his attack on thin approach: 
have again and again indicated that it is illegitimate 
to cover our inability to deal with certain facts by such 
mystic labels as the genius of culture or to deseribe this 
‘genius’ as Appollonian, Dionysiac, megalomaniac, or hys- 
terical” And in another place: “We might feel that it 
would be best to paint the warlike Masai in exaggerated 
colors in order to bring out the martial, boisterous, licen- 
tious ‘genius’ of the culture.” 

Malinowski's criticism of the evolutionists, ditfusionists, 
patternists, and others, must be seen against the back- 
ground of his intense crusade for an individual functional- 
fm in anthropology. Malinowski was an “advocate”; he 
exaggerated the weaknesses of opposing schools and over- 
looked or minimized their contributions. Tt would be better, - 
therefore, to turn to his own afirmative views, rather thar 
to dwell, as some have, upon his excessive and sometimes un- 
fair criticism of competing schools of thought. 

Malinowski has defined in many places the functional 
method in anthropology, One of the clearest general state- 
ments is the following: “The functional view of culture lay 
down the principle that in every type of civilisation, every 
ustom, material object, iden and ele falls some vital 
function, has some task to accomplish, represents an indis- 
pensable part within a working whole.” The functions 
According to Malinowski, is concerned primarily with the 

resent workings of human culture, not with “ambitious 

ut questionable reconstructions of the past.” Cultural 
Jaws the relations that exist between ind 

























































social institutions—can be discovered only through a com- 

tive study of cultures where the individual is seen in 
Br dey-todey dapat bth phi and mental Mal- 
inowak's creed and advice was, “never to forget the living, 
palpitating flesh and blood organism of man which remains 
Somewhere at the heart of every institution.” The history 
of an institution, its form and distribution, its evolution 













in the given society, 
institutions? 

Malinomski defines, functionalism more specify ay 
and impera- 
tives, Society, by the collective wielding of the conditioning 
apparatus, molds the individual into « cultural person 








у” 
* The human individual has certain basic, physiological 
needa which require organized, collective responses from the 
members of a society. These include the need for food, 
shelter, safety, relaxation, movement, growth, and repro” 
stion. The organized responses to these “basie impera- 
танаро адата, 
for bodily comfort; protective devices and organizations 
for safety; marriage and the family for reproduction 
represent another, derived order of conditions whi 
lealt with by the members of society. ‘Phe 
of fod, for example, requires a more or less compli 
і түйөт where the production, proses 
change, and distribution of food is regulated by cert 
rales; proper shelter requires co-operative endeavor 
And communal consent regarding production, maintenance, 
and styles mating and parenthood must be’ regulated by 
social rules which define the rights and obligations of the 
persons involved to ench other and to the other members of 
the community, and so on. Thus the great institutions of 
society—economie, political, legal, educational, and social 
—are seen by Malinowski as responses to the problems of 
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adaptation posed by the more or less direct collective re- 
sponses to the basi, physiological needs of man, 

"Then there is a third order of imperatives, the 
igrative” or “synthetic imperative,” which result 
Ereation of systems of acience, magic, myth, religion, and 
art. "These, too, can be traced, although less directly, to 
man’s organie needa, Of all living creatures man alone can 
accumulate experiences, reflect on themy and use them to 
foretell the future, These capacities make man the tragie 
hero that he is; they reveal mew powibilities and oppor- 
tunities with ench generation, but they also reveal man’s 
relative impotence and leave him striving for more than he 
чап rationally expect to receive. Systems of knowledge, 

ch as sclence, serve to organize and integrate human ac- 
tivities, so that, by the wise use of past experience, the 
present and the future may be made to better serve the 
heeds of man. ‘The gaps in man’s knowledge and power 
Create anxiety and hesitation, and here magic can be em 
ployed as a substitute for rational systems and give man 
The courage to act, even without perfect knowledge. Myth 
enhances social tradition by endowing it with awesome and 
glorifed beginnings and thus promotes, sustains, and int 
Erates appropriate social behavior. Religion promotes indi- 
Жш security and social cohesion by sanctifying human 
йе and making public (by dogma and ritual) the social 
contracts of co-operative existence. Malinowski sees art as 
satisfying the “craving of the huma 
поля об blended sense impress 
rhythms of bodily movement oF in the blending of tones, 
colors, and forms. 

“Malinowski regarded his functionalism as differing from 
‘other social theories in its emphasis on basio bodily needs 
‘The intellectual, emotionel, and westhetie aspects of man’ 

Iehavior-—the “higher side” of man's activites and the 
primary concern of most students—must also be seen as 
Footed in man’s physiological ned 

‘Social or cultural commands, whether in. the form of 
legal or moral codes, religious rites, economie regulation, 
customs, o aesthetic taste, are the resinterpretations of 


























































organie drives and impulses, They must so shape individi 
motives thatthe individual unconsciously behaves in a 
mer which satisfies the conditions of cultural survival and 
harmony. Malinowski states here (contrary to Frazer), 
that “Sociological aims are never present in the minds of 
natives, and tribal legislation on a large seale could never 
have occurred. 

Tt is the job of the anthropologist to discover the specific 
functions of the elements of a culture within the integrated 
scheme as outlined above. Malinowski’s celebrated field 
work was devoted to that end. 


For a caricature of earlier authorities on primitive peo- 
Malinowski cits the response of one of 
ion about the manners and customs of certain nati 
manners beastly." Although Malinowsk's 
in any way represent the first advance be- 
yond the approach ridiculed here, he was the first worker 
to explicate and publicize the methods for investigating a 
Primitive community in the role of a participant, with 
one’s own cultural values left behind, in so far as that is 
Possible. 
The goal of all field work, according to Malinowski, is 
i's point of view, his relation to life, to 
‘of his world”; or, as he often put it, “to 
get inside the native's skin.” While it is necessary to banish 
all preconceived ideas about how a culture mast or should 
function, it is just as necessary that the worker have some 
positive theoretical framework with which to “foreshadow” 
his was functionalism, as 










































areas: 


1) The organization of the tribe, and the anatomy of its 
culture must be recorded in firm, clear outline. The method 
of concrete, statistical documentation is the means through 
which such an outline has to be given, 

8) Within this frame, the imponderabilie of actual life, and 
the type of behavior have to be filled in. ‘They have to be 
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collected through minute, detailed observations, in the form 
‘of some sort of ethnographic diary, made possible by clove 
contact with native life. 
9) A collection of ethnographic statements, characteristic 
narratives, typical utterances, items of folklore and magical 
formulae has to be given as a corpus inscriptionum, as docu- 
ments of native mentality. 

















“These throe categories correspond, in Malinowska funo- 
tional schemes to (1) the routine prescribed by custom and 
tradition, (the manner in whch it carried ouf, and 
(8) the commentary to the routine, as contained in the 
айт» шд. Malinowski insisted apon “ийне деш 
mentation. by concrete evdenco™ asthe method {or ac- 
turing this Information about a people, bus not through 
She procedure of the fxed interview and the native inter- 
preter, To get an integrated picture a community worker 
ust learn fhe language, lve with the people, share their 
food and customs, апа Тиги, as fer з рон, to feel and 
think aa they do. 

Phi ie he doctrine of the “participant observer?" A 
fald teip for Malinowski had to be a profound personal 
perience from what we know of hie personality could 
fot ive been anything ele For Malinowski there was an 
intense personal aatisfaction in studying = foreign ula 
Shieh transcended. the mere satisfaction of scene ci 

liy, He states; “Ho study the institution, customs, and 
Codes or to study the behavior and mentality without the 
Subjective desire of feeling by what there people live, of 
Feniising the substance of thelr happiness wla, im my opine 
Ion to alus the grenest reward which ean hope to obtain 
from the study 0f mana 

"Te juntieaton of this method does not lie in its per- 
sonal satisfaction” to the obteren, It ies în the fact Бан 
{ein th only way to central imights about a people, Mal- 

Sk caina, for example, that he discovered the function 







































Malinowski was known as The Man of Songs to the Tr sanders, 
‘simple but convincing testimony to а икен) Мемма жиз 
ЕЧ 





of magic when, as a frightened participant in a hurricane 
in Melanesia, he observed the work of a magi ш 
the hurricane to stop and assuring the natives that no 
harm could come to the village: “I realized then and there 
it the real function of magic is. On the psychological 
side it leads to a mental integration, to that optimism and 
confidence in the face of danger which has won to man 
many a battle with naturo or with hin human focn, Socially, 
ic, by giving leadership to one man, establishes organi 
zation ata Uime when organized and efective action ls of 
supreme importance.” 

More peruaiv, however, than thls personal testimonial, 
are Malinowsk's examples of how, and how not, to get 
formation. Do not, he urges, ask’ a native, “How do you 
treat and punish « criminal? . . . a real ease indeed will 
start the natives on a wave of discussion, evoke expressions 
of indignation, show them taking sides—all of which will 
probably contain a wealth of definite views, of moral cen- 
‘sures, as well as reveal the social mechanism set in motion 
by the crime committed.” Malinowski gives some amusing 
descriptions of himself at work with thie method: “. .. as 
they knew that I would thrust my nose into everything, 
even where a well mannered native would not dream of in- 
truding, they finished by regarding me as part 
of their life, a necessary evil or nuisance, mit 
donations of tobacco.” 

Although it is probably fair to describe Mali 
method, as Kluckhohn has, as “the well-documented anec- 
dote set firmly 
jute to him a lack of real scientific aims. He was 
conve that cultural eve exited and that it was the 
primary job of the anthropologist to discover them, 
Job demanded more than a sensitive, intuitive parti 
it demanded the patient and thorough collection 
recording of vast amounts of ethnological detail, all 
ing to a system dictated by theoretical 
inowaki’s reports and books, with all their maps, charts, 
photographs, illustrations, and ease histories, still do not 
indicate the mass of material on which they were con- 
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structed, Much of this material has never been published. 

Malinowski’s serious feld work was limited. to the 
‘Trobriand Islands which he studied more or less intensively 
for six years, Although criticized as being an “ethno. 
graphie provincial” (ûy Lowie) and as having only a 
зрана knowledge a oes tial быа (у 
Kluckhohn), the field methods Malinowski practiced and 
publicized have a universal value and have been widely 
Adopted largely through his influence, 

efore discussing Malinoveki’s specif id ie 
regarding religion, magi, myth, end the family, reference 
Should be made again to his general theory of culture. 

‘To promote a functional analysis of society Malinowski 
found jt necessary to define and distinguish the 
elements in society. While it is true, as noted above, that 
other workers had, to one degree or another, employed a 
functional approach in their studies, Malinowski was the 
first anthropologist to formulate consciously and explicitly 
a theoretical basis for functional anthropology. 

Hie defines culture as that “instrumental reality which 
has come into existence to satisfy the needs of man in a 
manner far surpassing any direct adaptation to the en 
ronment.” A culture cam be analyzed into institutions, 
Which nre defined as “a group of people united in a common 
{ask or tasks, bound to a determined portion of the environ 
ment, wielding together some technical apparatus, and 
obeying n body of rules.” tis only by studying institutions 
that the worker gets a concrete picture of the social organi 
tation within culture, Institutions are the stroctural unita 
of culture, Tnstitutions—not traita, forms, ideas, or 
Yentitious complexes of these clements—are what diffuse 
And evolve, while maintaining a basie integrity. They exi 
irectly or indirectly, the biological needs of man 
rst be studied with that ‘entra idea in mind, 
‘Melinowekis functional approach to cultural studies 
marked a formal departure from the anatomical approach 
fof many earlier anthropologist. By focusing attention on 
the actual behavior of the members of a community, Mal- 
Inowskis institutional method resulted in a more integrated 












































of society, Instead, for example, 
of merely juxtaposing the data on dwelling construction 
and the deta on family life, the two are considered together 
in the light of the functional relations which exist between 
them, 

"The key institution by which the instinctive dri 
the indivi 
of community survival isthe family. ‘The family, for Mal- 
inowak, is a kind of placenta through which the biological 
individual acquires the accumulated products of culture 

molded into a social individual. Malinowski was 

convinced that monogamous marriage provides the best 
foundation for the crueial functions of the family: Tt per- 
nits the most satisfactory form of sexual selection and 
fosters the kind of personal attachments by which the 
biological bonds of the family, especially between parent 
lû, are gradually transformed into social ties. “Love 
in the family," says Malinowski, “serve as 
and also as a nucleus for the loyalties of clanship, of 
neighborly feling and of tribal citizenship.” He cites au- 
thorties from anthropology and psychoanalysis in support 
of this view, including Lowie, Kroeber, Radcliffe Brown, 
Freud, and Flügel. Recognition of this important function 
of the family was not, of course, new with these men 
win, in particular, had shown æ very keen appreciati 
the intermediary function of the family 

In focusing his attention on the family Malinowski was 
led to testing the psychoanalytic theories of Freud in the 
field. Although he found many of Freud's specific formula- 
tions inadequate and unsupported by comparative ethno- 
logical data, he considered Freud's general doctrir 
represion as providing the fist useful theory as to the 
functional relations between the instinctive life of the in- 
dividual and social institutions. 

When Malinowski showed (to 
he matrilineal 
pus complex 
tenets of Freudian psychology; for when the relations be- 
tween individuals within the family are basically changed 
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is right, be a change in the repressed 
деге, ог so Malinowski argued, In these matrilineal 
se the mater шо тына of the her, re 
io the powerful male figure in the family and the agent of 
futher, Tes he uncle, not Ehe father, whom the boy 

o succeed as a figure of power and authority, The father, 
on the other handy representa no threat at all to the boy, 
Hr is mot an instrament of authority and seldom inter- 









is right in his mı 
societies the familiar con 
wwe, respect, fear, jealousy, hatred, and envy would be 
feted against the uncle, and that the incest taboo would 
center on the brother-sister relationship. And that, accord- 
ing to Malinowski, is precisely what occurs. The evidence 
for these attitudes is found not only in ordinary social life, 
but, what is perhaps more important, in the folklore of 
these people as reflected in myth, fairy tale, legend, and 
magio, Tt in alao found in on examination ‘of individual 
ireams and obsessions. 

‘As a functionalist, Malinowski welcomed the offer. of 
Freudian psychology to provide a way for understanding 
the functional relations between folklore and social ot- 
ination. He had high hopes for applying Freud's main 

1028, that Freud’s 




















‘explain certain ty] 
in folklore by reference to the organisation of a given 
ety. Inversely it allows us also to trace the pattern of 
nd emotional tendencies in the texture of the 
fabrie.” His subsequent disillusionment with psycho- 
‘analysis stemmed from what he observed as an inflexible 
‘attachment of psychoanalyst to the details of Freud's doc- 
trines, often to the neglect of his basic insights, When 
Ernest Jones argued that the denial of the father’s pa- 

























‘pus complex; that in the matrilineal conditions the hate is 
removed from the father and placed upon the maternal 
‘uncle; that any incestuous temptations are directed towards 
the sister rather than towards the mother 

to the “repression of the Oedipus complex,” as he interprets 
Jones to have done, is just double talk to Malinowski. He 
asks, “Ts there  sub-tmsconscious and what does the concept 
of repressed repression mean?” Malinowski would not ac- 
cept the Oedipus complex, or any other single condition, 
as the “unique source of culture, of organization and belief 

« prior to all things and not eaused by any! 

inowaki, the family complex was always ional 
formation dependent upon the structure and upon the cul- 
ture of society.” 

Although magic and religion are less directly related 
to biological needs than other social institutions, they are 
the “very foundations of culture,” says Malinowski, Re- 
ligion, especially, was seen by him аз а basio integrative 
force in society. 

‘The urgency with which the individual denies his mortal- 
ity and strives to perpetuate personal attachments beyond 
earthly life has its origin, according to Malinowski, in the 
culturally determined “human sentiments.” ‘These sent 
ments, or emotions, are the structural elements of social 
cohesion, and must be fostered and maintained by social 

i naturel and public 
ind values which comprise 
cohesion possible, affirms 
forces the human sentiments which morality re- 
































Religion, therefore, does not arise out of illusion, specula- 
tion, or misapprehension, but as a response to the needs of 
cultural survival. It ix an integrative institution which 














conditions and compensates men for the individual sneri- 
fices required by social existence. 

Malinowski contradicted his idol, Sir James Prazer, on 
the function of magic in society. Magie does not represent 
primitive science, as Frazer believed, but, on the contrary, 
ft represents tho recognition by people that human art and 
knowledge have definite limits. Thus, as Malinowski says 
“magic and practical art are entirely independent an 
never fuse.” Tt is when crucial events appes 
beyond human control and influence that magie 
upon to provide illusory gratifieations. The practice of 

Зе is a substitute activity which, in the absence of any 
realistic solution to vital problems,’ gives at least psycho- 

sal support to the individual and helps to prevent sub- 
mis tegration. Its value and validity, then, is 
purely subjective, but it satisfies a real biological need. 
Аз mentioned earlier (p. 178), magie can also serve to 
‘organize a community in the face of a crisis by virtue of 
investing one or a few men with authority and leadership. 

For Malinowski, magic and religion take their places 

of rational knowledge as the foundations of cul- 
£ “Knowledge, magic and religion are the highest, the 
‘most derived imperatives of human culture... . Magic and 
to a much higher degree religion are the indispensable 
moral forces in every human culture, Grown, as they are, 
in the inc 



























































deal with problems which affect all members of the com- 
munity alike. They lead to actions on which depends the 
welfare of one and all, Religion and to a lemer degree 
‘magic thus became the very foundations of culture.” 


тт 18 not easy to estimate Malinowski's importance in an- 
thropology. He has been such a controversial figure as a 
personality that most commentators are inclined, or forced, 
to take a “for” or “against” position regarding his con- 
tributions. Generally speaking, his ethnological reports 





and hi 
been acclaimed by almost all workers as belonging among 
the greatest contributions to cultural anthropology. But 
regarding his theoretical conceptions there is less agree- 
ment. 

Tn this country Lowie and Kluckhohn have been Mali 












He compares Malinowski with Boas on several counts and 
finda that Boas either anticipated Malinowski or surpassed 
him in insight, The only “postive achievement” that Lovie 
tinglea out ia Malinowakis use of prychounalytic concepts, 
in his ethnographie work. Even in tne arca of feld teth- 
niques, where Jew contest 
riority, Lowie simply observes that his techniques eon- 
formed to Boas standards.” Rising to a passion unmatched 
in the rest of his book (History of Ethnalogical Theory, 
1997), Lovie writes: “Tn Messianic mood Malinowski 
forever engaged in two favorite, pastimes. Either he 
battering down vide open doors or he ia petulantly deriding 
work that does not personally attract him.” And Lowie goes 
“Malinowski thumbs his nose at technology, flaunts 

distribution studies, sneers at reconstruction of the past 

Tn short, Malinowski’ fanctionaliam is avowedly ant 
tributional, antihistorical, and treats each culture as a 
Фей eylem except insofar as ita elementa correspond to 
Vital biological urges.” Such an extreme condemnation by a 
responsible and conservative commentator must be partis 
Attributed to Malinowski's provocative n Towie 
himself softens his criticism by adding 
practice fortunately does not bear out the negative exeres- 
fences of his principle.” 

‘Kluckhohn credits Malinowski with great literary skill 
and the ability to dramatize field work. He also approves of 
Malinowski’s contributions to our knowledge of the f 
religion, economics, and law, Kluekhohn's chief crit 

науи Jack of “theoretical profunditien?” 
wowski isnot subtle enough for Kluckhohn. He com- 
that Malinowski has “ne fair for the intricate, tortu- 
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p” and that he is only an 






Such a general critic 

before Newton were too involved with the “subtleties” of 

moving objects on earth to look at the sky and bring all 

moving bodies under one general, unsubtle, lav. One must 

Jook nt Malinowa) nd’ decide whether 
integrations” are superfici 

‘agrees with Lovie that Malinowski’s major 
contribution was the extension and modification of Freud's 
work in its applicati data. For his feld 
work, Herskovits credits Malinowski with making explicit, 
if not inventing, field methods and procedures which faci 
tated a scientifc treatment of anthropologieal data. And 
for his doctrine of the “participant observer,” he credits 
Malinowski with “a real departure from the usage of many 
earlier students of culture. . . .” On the theoretical side, 

‘kovits singles out Malingwski’s understanding of the 
ly endowment and the ac- 
quisition of cultural inheritance,” as a major insight. 

‘Peter Murdock, whose relations with Malinowski were 
sometimes stormy, ranks him with Morgan, Tylor and Boas 
in anthropology, and considers him to be one of the grent 
innovators in the “behavioral sciences of man,” standing 
with Adam Smith, Mars, Sumner, Freud, and Pavlov. He 
Credits Malinowski wth the establishment, in anthropology, 
of the concept of social institutions, which are the collective 
responses to basic human needs, 

‘Perhaps one of the reasons that there is such a diversity 
of opinion among anthropologists regarding Malinowski’ 
Work is that Po nftempted to tire jdcas from other felda 

icularly sociology and psychology. To many of 
Towed specialists inte soc science, “eclectic” i bad 
‘word, and Malinowski respected no territorial limits in his 
Mudy of man and society. TË Malinowska work is im- 
Portant, it is Jargely due to the use he made of sociological 
Und paychological insights and techniques, 
have been greater 













































in England than in the United States. In England he stands 
with Radcliffe-Brown as the standard bearer of funetion- 
‘lism in anthropology. His empirieal approach and untid 
theoretical formulations have caused students to look to his 
work for field techniques and inspiration, but more to Rad- 
eliffe-Brown's work for a defensible theory of functionalism. 
i ion in the history of anthropology has 
| Ultimately, it will depend on what course 
Anthropology will tnke as inte dsipline inthe Ald 
of human behavior. If anthropology persists in its pre- 
occupation with “precious subtleties” and in its sus 
of the “integrator,” then Malinowski will become a for- 
gotten hero. If, however, there should be a rebirth of the 
ion that anthropology can provide the framework 
And perspective for an integrated study of man in his fight 
for survival and self-realization, then Malinowski will be 
isted as a grent anthropologist. His passionate interest and 
involvement in the workaday drama of human life kept 
him always in touch with the basic problems of man’s co- 
operative endenrors to survive and to get some pleasure out 
Malinowski died with important work still to do, and 
his untimely death was a great loss to the social sciences 
tnd to society, He was intensely devoted to anthropology, 
м this devotion was a passionate sympathy for the 
human individual, a ES 









































ALFRED LOUIS KROEBER 


MAN, WHALES, AND BEES 


пер Louis xmozzEn, when he died in October, 

1960, at the age of eighty-four, was the dean of Amer- 
Jean anthropologists and still one of the hardest workers in 
the social sciences. His career in anthropology covered sixty 
years. In these days of specialization he was probably 
the last anthropologist whose interests and contributions 
extended over the entire range of anthropological subjects. 
He was one of the most respected anthropologists and scien 
tists in the world. 

Kroeber was born in Hoboken, New Jersey, June 11, 
1876. Order and strict discipline prevailed in the household 
Of Florence and Johanna (Mueller) Kroeber, The father 
Was a prosperous wholesale clock dealer and was able to 
end "Kroeber to the best tutors and schools in New 
York. 

‘He started his schooling with a German, scholar, Dr. 
Gabriel Bamberger, who became the first principal of the 
Ethical Culture School, known then as Worki 
‘School, an institution devoted to a rational, humar 
approach to religion. He spent three years with Dr. Bam 
berger and then entered Sachs’ School, at the time one of 

asr 





















the best preparatory schools in New York, After Sachs? 
School he spent two years at a boarding school in Connecti- 
eut, and entered Columbia College in 1892. He graduated 
from Columbia in 1800, received his A.M, degree a year 
Inter, and took his Columbia Ph.D. degree in 1001, 

He worked as Assistant in Rhetoric at Columbia from 
1807 to 1898, and then, under the influence of Boas, began 
his life's career with a Columbia Fellowship in anthro- 

logy. The profound and complicated influence of Boas 
fn Kroeber fe and work began at this time. Carl L. Alr 
berg giver as Kroeber's argument for going into anthro- 

logy that here he could do the most to free man 
intellectually, to liberate him from “hoary tribal taboos 
iy the taboos of religion. ‘These were the same mo- 

jas gave for entering anthropology. 
After receiving his Ph.D. in 1901 Kroeber went to Cal 
fornia as Curator of Anthropology for the California 
‘Academy of Sciences to organize an anthropological study 
of the state, He was affiliated with the University of Calic 
fornia in this project and later became instructor, assistant 
professor, associat professor, and finally full profesor and 
curator, and director of the Anthropological Museum at 
that institution. He retired from the University of Cali 
fornia in 1046, and became active as a visiting professor 
at several leading universities, including Columbia, Chicago, 
































‘An impressionistic view of Krocber's life and work re- 
veals a person with an extraordinary sense of discipline and 
order, but one who was sometimes unhappy and restless 
within this confinement, As a young boy he formed with a 
friend a “scientific society” which was devoted to the col- 

ng of biological specimens and the preparation and 
reading of “scientific papers.” The “society,” eventually 
composed of about fifteen boys, was active until the boys 
vere college sophomores, Although this preoccupation with 
serious matters persisted in Kroeber. college career, it 
‘ras occasionally relieved by daring and reckless exploits, 
His close friend and classmate, Carl L. Alsberg, recalls 












Alfred Louis Kroeber 1м 
that on one escapade Kroeber led a group of students to 
Central Park, where they painted red walrus mustaches 
and blue stockings on the statues. Alsberg described. 
Kroeber as the most unconventional and boldest of 
his friends, whose daring reached the point of reckless- 








college Kroeber spent most of his energies on English 
literatures philosophy, psychology, history, and anthro; 
pology. He was always independent in his thinking and 
observations and enjoyed, according to Alsberg, the role 
of “doubting Thomas” and “pricker of the other fellows 
bubble.” 

“However independent and unorthodox Kroeber may hay 
been in college or in later years, his name is most promi- 
rently associated with the view that individual acts are 
irrelevant in the sweep of cultural history, which he sees 
as an “inspiring inevitability which rises as far above 
the accidents of personality as the mareh of the heavens 
transcend the wavering contacts of random footprints on 
clouds of earth.” A clue to the interesting juxtaposition of 
Kroeber's personal independence and his “cultural deter- 
minis” as it has been called can be found in his obituary 
of the anthropologist, Elsie Clews Parsons, in 1048. He 
mentioned there “the struggle of what she felt as self- 
preservation against family and environment...” and 
oes on to say that her discovery “that culture could be 
Viewed in itself, not merely as a reflex or aspect of society i 
in fact was largely determinative of both society and indi- 
vidual .. . helped her to shelve her old feud on behalt 
of the personality against society... society probably came 
to seem less of an oppressor, more of a smokescreen or 
perhnps blind instrument of an impersonal culture beyond. 
he “discovery” to which Kroeber referred is his own 
formulation of the relationship of culture, society, and the 
individual. 

‘Kroeber, along with many others, always had diffealty 
trying, to reconcile the acts of the individual personality 
and the “impersonal culture beyond” He studied psy- 
































chology under Cattell before entering anthropology, and 
later on underwent а brief control psychoanalysi 
Francisco, Although he gained “insights 
mind” from th ave it up because, as he 
said, “I did not insights helped me appre. 
ciably to understand culture any better; which was one of 
the reasons I quit psychoanalysis—fearing the split of 
i ntly to carry two professions that seemed 























Until the last days of his life Kroeber was fit and alert. 
He carried himself very erectly and walked with a quick 
step, He wore a well-groomed beard, which in no way di 
guised the quizzical, searching expression of his face. In a 
‘lass he engaged in discussion and debate with the students 
tut he wre oe of them- just beginning to find the prob 
lems of anthropology fascinating. His careful, respectful 
scrutiny of students’ questions and opinions and his en- 
thusiastic comments convinced one that he was as anxious 
to learn as he was to teach 

A few years ago he was invited to give a talk on Culture 
for the weekly departmental meeting of the Philosophy 
department at Columbia University. ‘The Philosophy fac- 
ulty and graduate students—a formidable and critical 

wudience—found him в good match for their dialectical 
At one point, however, a young student asked a que 
tion and made a comment, Kroeber’s expression changed 
suddenly, as if he had come upon a new and important idea, 
tnd he seemed preoccupied for the remaining few minutes 
of the talk, When the professors and more precocious 
lents crowded around him at the end of the 
ter giving him an ovation—he kept looking around 
for the young questioner, and was not satisfied until he 
was promised that the student would be found and told 
to get in touch with him in order to discuss the problem 
that had been raised. 



































end, Alber, Is lens charitable to payeboanalysla, stating that 
Teens he soon sa tat e lated WARI «AF Ratt of the 
alata ‘it without ome measure of whieh nly а Мед кшен. 
‘an Be achive In this soft of pratce™ 
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"This ancedote points up Kroeber's persistent, insatiable 
пову, а trait that kept him young and enthusiastic, 
is life, he always found time to listen to nev 
фе had an interesting penchant for the daring and ecen 
trie in the thinking of other people. Tdeus and facte, 
rather th jalo, interested him the mont, His intere 
bounds, running, on one 
from whales tothe “language” of bees 
His life and his work reflected a general aloofness from 
the individuals who made up the cultural forms, patterns, 
and styles that fascinated him. Although often described as 
Aloof in his personal relationships, he was always known 
for serupulous fairness and thoughtfulness in dealing with 
people. When Wiliam Duncan Strong, now chairman of 
fhe Department of Anthropology at Columbia Universitys 
needed a job in his senior year at California, Kroeber gave 
him some work on an archneologieal study he was working 
on. Strong, who was not especially interested in anthro 
рајону at the time, did the routine work usually asked of 
2 student assistant, When the job was completed Strong 
found that in addition tothe thirty Ave cents an Hour and 
ийге that he had been paid, he was, with Kroeber, co- 
sthor of the work. 

"Toward the end of his life Kroeber seemed to become 
more interested in individuals, While previously he wed to 
ини оп studying civilization as an “entity in itself, and 
of another order from life,” he came to admit that he had 
Probably gone too far in the past in tending “to asume 
Er Took FoF immanent causality independent of the human 
Carriers of culture.” He spoke of wanting to “smuggle 
uman nature back into the study of civilizations 

"A corresponding interest appeared in his attitude toward 
the people he contacted in his personal and professional 
lite Hiv ability, for example to And hidden, saving virtues 
in the lest promising students became wellknown to his col- 
Teague, At an oral examination of а doctoral candidate at 
Columbia a few years ago, Kroeber left the room for «few 
minutes; one of the professors on the examination com- 
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ests here seem to have had 















































mittee leaned over to his colleagues and said: “Quick, let's 
flunk him before Kroeber gets back.” 


xnornzn’s work falls into two main categories: his ethno- 
graphical eld work, and his theories on cultural progress 
find the philosophy of history. In ethnography his work is 
of undisputed excellence. His theories on culture and cul- 
tural history are controversial. 

"As a great ethnologist, Kroeber expertly covered many 
fields, He was an expert on such subjects as pottery shards, 
Basketry, seret cults, and forms of arrow relense On these 
subjects, and many more, he could discourse nt length and 
in grent detail at a moments notice. He was fascinated by 
facts and collected and recorded them assiduously, in the 
best tradition of Bons. His was the “inductive method,” 
and he invested everything in it. 

Handbook of the Indians of California (1928) is 
the basie reference work in the field and established him 
as the recognized authority on California, Tt is one of the 
{great modern ethnographic ‘The bulk of the work 
Kroeber states in the Preface, “a series of tribal deserip- 
tions.” Te “attempts to be a history in that 
it tries to reconstruct and present the scheme within which 
these people in ancient and more recent times lived tl 

tions” cover “some fifty 

2” with (except for a few chapters of summary and 
comparison) the general conclusions “strewn at random 
through the course of several hundred pages, . . .” For 
the casual reader looking for some interesting personal in- 
formation and neat generalization, this work is bound to be 
a disappointment. For a hard working, serious student it 
is a mine of material, gathered intermittently over seven- 
teen years, It is a model of responsible, scholarly feld work 
and research. Although California. was his special field, 
Kroeber was active in other ethnological areas, including 
North America, India, Southeast A 
Japan, and Indonesia. 

From his ethnological experience has come an important 




















































Alfred Louis Kroeber 198 


refinement and extension of the “culture-area” concept, a 
concept first systematically used by the Americanist, Clark 
Wissler. It is a method by which social groups are classified 
according to similar culture traits and marked out as “cul- 
ture areas.” The discovery and study of certain relation- 
ships—such as that between material culture and physical 
‘avironment—are facilitated by the use of this classifica- 
tion, In his mapping of the culture areas of North and 
South America Kroeber went farther than anyone ebe in 
depicting specific correlations between culture and ecology. 
rocber went beyond the descriptive use of the “culture. 
area” concept and used it for “historic understanding.” 
He introduced the concepts of “intensity” and “climax” to 
‘describe and evaluate the achievements and influence of the 
social groups in different parts of a culture area, and to 
show the relationships between culture areas. By intensity 
he refers to the ways by which cultures arrive at and main- 
tain their cultural level, the more “intense” cultures being 
ones which are rich in cultural traits and where institu- 
is and relationships are more precisely defined. The 
climas of a culture area is the most highly specialized and 
integrated “center” —or “focus” —of the arem, which radi- 
‘tes its influence in decreasing intensity, out to the margins 
of the area. 
‘The statistical methods used by Kroeber to measure 
the inductive methods made 
pular by Boas, and frst practiced systematically by 
Tylor. ‘The measure of culture intensification ean be found 
by counting the number of discrete cultural elements ја 
‘social group—the higher the number of elements the 
higher the degree of specialization—or it-can be measured 
more “subjectively” by evaluating the styles of the insti- 
tutions that, according to Kroeber, should be heavily 
weighted as’ sensitive cultural indicators, ‘These would 
ude the religious cults of a group, the decorative art, 
tellectual endeavors, and kinship systems; that 
i her grade.” Kroeber points out in 
one study that the “diserete-element or point count” gave 
results which tallied closely with an evaluation of charac- 






























































terizable patterns and styles in the “sensitive indicators.” 
Kroeber Inferred from such agreements that “cult spe- 
ization—by itself is an excellent indicator of total 
degree of culture specialization or climax in native Ci 
fornin—or perhaps elsewhere.” Kroeber inclined to believe 
that the more subjective method—the selection of sensi- 
tive indicators by qualitative weighting—was the safer 
guide to the “intensive manifestations of a civilization,” 
flthough the two methods often yielded the same results? 
Tt is possible, according to Kroeber, to use the culture- 
aren classification to discover historical relationships. His 
use of the method ir y established him as the leading 
ionism. His book Configurations 
of Culture Growth (1944) can be seen as a far-reaching ex- 
tension of his modified concept of culture-areas. Before 
discussing this work itis necessary to give a more detailed 
explanation of his superorganic theory. 





























sarnovox he retreated to some extent in recent years on 
the superorganic theory, the idea, as it, appeared in 1917, 
dominated Kroeber’s thinking in’ the field of culture. In 
part, the 1917 essay was a polemic against the social 
Evolutionists, who, in the wake of the evolutionary theory 
in biology, had gone to the extreme in viewing society as 
ап organism subject to “evolutionary laws.” In his criti- 
cism of these nineteenth-eentury views Kroeber was 
pressing a populer view, at least, among social scientists, 
Boas’ famous paper, “The Limitations of the Comparative 
Method in Anthropology,” had been written twenty-one 
‘and was accepted as the classic refutation of 
lary method in anthropology. Kroeber, how- 
ever, felt it necessary to further proclaim the independence 
of anthropology from biology. Later, in 1082, he reflected 
‘that his chief purpose in writing the paper was not to pro 
Inductive garb thla method 1s sdınlttedly тъпо 
in Ne тинне. М the question 1a bow “intense? 
heat of Senne Instr begs the questions 
ay, 1 you want to mearee the Inenive manifestations 
t'a aroun, measure пота 
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test an annexation of anthropology by biology, but rather 
to correct public opinion at large in itn acceptance of 
organismic views of society. “Tt was the intelligent man in 
the street," he said in 1952, “and those who wrote for him, 

ophers like Herbert Spencer, Lester Ward, 
jave Le Bon—it was against their influence that I was 
protesting.” Specifically, he was criticizing “a diffused 
public opinion, a body of unaware assumptions, that left 
precarious the autonomous recognition of society, and stil 
more that of culture.” 

The paper, however, went beyond this counter-propa- 

ida and presented a concept of culture that excluded the 

dual entirely. In doing this he used, ironically, a term 
coined by Herbert Spencer, “superorganic.” 

“According to rockers formulation there are thre di- 
tinct levels of phenomena: the inorganic, the organic, and 
the superorganic (ci ). The superorgenic began 
with the introduction of “ашкат by primitive man, and at 
that point began a development that has been independent 
of, and uninfluenced by organic life. The exclusion of 
the organie applied to the human constituents of the super- 
organie level; the “accidents of personality” amounting to 
Practically nothing in, the presence of majestic forces 
or sequences pervading ci 

Жш тз аре ane of е пайд discoveries in 
science to support his vi ‘examples of two ог 
more men, such as Darwin and Wallace, arriving inde- 

dently at the same idea suggested to Kroeber that it 
Js the transcendent forces or sequences in civilization that 

«йн though whieh 
is expressed, ‘This is what people mean, f 
‘example, when they say that a certain ев was “in the 
Just waiting for someone to 

In the light of what Kroeber wrote about the super- 
organic iden since 1917 it would be fair to ignore his more 
extreme statements on the independence of eultare from 
duals and ray that he used the concept as a heuristic 
device to facilitate an objective, scientific study of culture. 
He believed it was necessary to separate levels of phe- 
















































































omens, and in doing so he created a gulf between the social 
and the psychic which he believed to be analogous to that 
which exists between the organie and the inorganic, By 
theories he attempted to 

izations proceed according to laws nnd se- 
ences that eannot be related to individual acts, He never 
ied the obvious truth that civilization is carried by and 
exists through human individu 

The dificulty with even thi 
is that any explanation, in the scientific sense, is either 
‘abandoned or couched in terms of “majestic forces” and 
other providential phrases, It is the function of science 
not only to describe but to explains description may be 
facilitated by Kroeber’s theory, but it excludes explan 
tion, Along with Boas, Kroeber failed to grasp completely 
the methods of the physical sciences which he had, io many 
ways, tried to emulate. He stated, for example, that the 
champions of the Copernican doctrine had it in their favor 
that “they dealt with phenomena to which exactitude Was 
readily applicable, about which verification or disprovable 
predictions could be made, which an explanation either 
fitted or did not ft. This was not so at the time Coper 
[presented his hypothesis, nr i it so with most new theo 
in the sciences. There was little to recommend the Cope 

nican hypothesis at first beyond the fact that it was a 

impler explanation for the movement of the heavens 
than was the Ptolemaic theory. It was no more susceptible 
of verifeation, no more шейи for predictions, than the 
system of Ptolemy. Not until eighty years after it was 
‘advanced, when Galileo discovered with his telescope a 
satellite system around Jupiter and observed the phases of 
‘Mercury, Venus, and Mars, did the Copernican hypothesis 
receive indirect verification. It is interesting and revealing 
that Kroeber viewed his superorganie doctrine as an ana- 
logue to the Copernican hypothesis, 

с Ла recent yeurs Kroeber attempted to justify the “pro- 
visional freezing of cultural phenomena as such on the 
cultural level... by invoking Aristotle's “formal” and 
“eficient” causes to correspond to the cultural and 












suristie use of the idea 
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vidual levels, respectively. But for Aristotle science must 
tell us both that things are so and why they are so. A 
‘commitment to formal causes commits you to eficient 
causes, according to Aristotle, and you cannot, like 
Kroeber, simply say that you are not interested in eficient 
‘causes, that is in individual acts, In Book TL of the Physics 
Aristotle points out that it is permissible for the 
tmatician to separate form and matter, and to study form 
only, in terms of odd, even, straight, and curved; but the 
scientist who studies ‘nature in terms of flesh, bone, and 
man, uses definitions like “snubnose,” not like “curved.” 
Nature has two “senses,” the form and the matter, and “we 
must investigate its objects as we would the essence of snub- 
ness. . . That is, such things are neither independent of 
matter nor can be defined in terms of matter only.” 

That Kroeber chose to ignore “matter” (individuals) 
and concentrate on “form” can be illustrated by his com- 
ment in 1948 that “as for those who contend that cultures 
do not enamel their fingernails, we who are interested in 
culture phenomena can cheerfully concede this and keep 
on our way.” And in 1952 he wrote: “... it is certainly 
justifiable, if one is so minded, to concentrate attention on 
the intrinsic significances and values, and to defer—or 
even renounce—causal explanations.” In 1920, however, 
he felt differently, In a review of Lowie's Primitive Society, 
he complained of the absence of causal explanations in 
Lowies work and observed: “In essence, then, modern 
ethnology says that so and so happens, and may tell why 
it happened thus in thet particular case, Tt does not tell, 
and does not try to tll, why things happen in ойу м 
such.” Ho insisted that “People do want to know why .« 2” 
and went on to state: “That branch of science which re- 
4 atleast something to the 

‘Therefore, if we 










































ness.” It would be difficult to write a more eloquent criti- 
cism of some of Kroeber's own views. 
"То ће extent that the superorganic idea makes clear 


the distinction between organic heredity and social tradi 
tion it serves a useful purpose. When it is used as a basie 
for scientific explanation in the study of man and 
society itis of questionable value, if not in serious error. 
In contemporary anthropology Leslie White has become 
the foremost champion of the superorganic concept and 
has prewed it with a vigor which matches, or surpasses, 
Krocber's earlier and more extreme formulations. Accord 
ing to White, “cultural phenomena interact with each other 
оп a ‘superorganie? level and form new combinations and 
syntheses, ‘The study and interpretation of these events 
an be carried on not only without reference to individuals, 
ifted or otherwise, but without reference to the human 
P True, such studies can be carried out; the ques- 

‘they good for? Aah 
superorganie iden appears on the surface 
te ike Desks “social fet? method, where social 
facts are viewed as “things” subject to empirical investiga- 
tion, ‘There are similarities, but the differences are more 
portant. For Durkheim the individual was of supreme 
in and he dramatized the external reality of 
social institutions to emphasize their coercive power on the 
individual. What was important for Durkheim was the way 
society became internalized in the individual. Kroeber was 
never interested in this kind of functionalism, which at- 
tempts to show the interrelation of the individual and 
society. 































„, separated by twenty-one years, Kroeber 
studied the changes in women's dress fashions over long 
periods of time. The first study in 1919 covered a period 
from 1844 to 1919; the second study, with Jane Richard- 
son, covered a period of 300 years. These studies are good 
examples of the research conducted under the guiding con- 
cept of the superorganic, The first study was made, as 
Kroeber stated, in “the era of thinking that produced “The 
‘Superorganie.” 

‘Kroeber finds in the notoriously capricious feld of 
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fashion “rhythms” of change in which the wave length of 
periodicity was around one hundred years, He concludes 
that in dress fashion changes, аа in economic. changes, 
there is @ “stateliness” in their march, or trend, and “in 
their superimposed cycles or oscillations, Here’ we have 
ie at, of the “imar 
ions” which operate on the 
dual is excluded from thes 
studies, not because Kroeber denies that psychological 
motives may be operating, but because such data are, ac- 
to him, unmensurable and undefinable. “Functional 
correlations,” according to Kroeber, can be established 
without including the individual. The trouble is that they 
are the pure mathematician’s correlations and, as Kroeber 
used them, have little relevance for the world of “esh,” 
“bone,” and “man.” 

Tn a review of Kroeber’s “Superorganic” paper in 1917, 
Edward Sapir noted that Kroeber had taken his examples 
from the fields of science and invention, where the accumu- 
Jation of knowledge leads to a gencral inevitability in dis- 
coveries, and observed that had Kroeber “occupied himself 
more with the religious, philosophic, aesthetic, and erudely 
volitional activities and tendencies of man, his... case for 
the non-cultural significance of the individual would have 
been a far more dificult one to make.” In 1944 Kroeber 
published Configurations of Culture Growth, which he had 
been working on for thirteen years, It can be viewed as an 
acceptance of Sapir’s challenge, for it attempted to find 
wave-forms of cultural growth in the fields of philosophy, 
philology, sculpture, painting, drama, literature, and 
music, as well as in science, His procedure in this study was 
to determine “value curves” in terms of time and geo- 
graphical location of recognized intellectual and aesthetic 

were determined 

































phy, six major cultures 
‘of the world, and these separate configurations were then 
‘compared with one another. 

Оп the ground that “universals are to be found in 
‘abstracted properties or processes, not in specifie phe- 








nomena," Kroeber viewed the individual geniuses through- 
out history as “inevitable mechanisms or measures of 
cultural expression,” and used them as “symptoms” for the 
reconstruction of the wave-forms of cultural growth, He had 
noted that it was a “frequent habit of societies to develop 
cultures to their highest levels spasmodically . . .” 
‘general cultural recurrence that he wanted 
chief conclusion is that. the highest 
їз history have 
occurred 9 bursts of growth, as indicated by 
the clustering of recognized geniuses in time and space 
He defines the higher values of a society —the aestheti 
intelectual, and scientife—as “thone qualities of, buman 
juctions which normally appear in historical configura- 
ona ous and shaped he individual components 
of cultural patterns or plans are not the agents, but rather 
the vehicles or instruments of culture. ‘The works of in 
vidual geniuses indicate the culmination of a certain cul- 
tural pattern or plan. The culmination comes 
moment when the full range of possibilities within the pat- 
tern is sensed; the decline, when there remain only minor 
areas of terrain to be occupied.” Thus there are “pulses” 
and “lulls” in the growth of high-value cultural 
Lower-grade cultural patterns, however, do not s! 
transience; they “oan apparently go on with much less 
change and much longer... ? is so is, according 
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Kroeber 
phenomena “empirically,” 
priori” Jt was lo be “bel 


Jim in this work was to im 
tend of 
ically factual rather than 

















explanatory.” For the all-important ratings of genius and 
ales in the study, Kroeber states: “I have followed the 
oaks...” by which he meant, primarily, textbooks (on 





account of their timidity about departing from the accepted 
norm”) and encyclopedias. His trentment of St. Augus- 
tine reveals how arbitrary the inductive method can be in 
this field. The appearance of a man like Augustine during a 
cultural lull presented a problem. Kroeber solved it 











Alfred Louie Kroeber = 
denying Augustine was a genius, arguing that only the 
subsequent success of Christianity as an institution made 
him important as a philosopher. To this, one can simply sa; 
that if science had not developed as an important institu- 
tion, we would probably not have heard of Aristotle. 

Configurations of Culture Growth is n culmination of 
Kroeber's persistent advocacy of the superorganic doc- 
trine, At the beginning of the book he states that “there 
seem to lie certain forms of happenings which are more or 
Jess recurrent or generic, perhaps necessary and universal 
At the end of tlie book, under “Review and Conclusi 
he states: “ , . T wish to say at the outset that T see no 
evidence of any true law in the phenomena dealt 
nothing cyclical, regularly repetitive, or necessary.” In 
1951 he wrote that he would have entitled the book Profiler 
of Cultural Growths, presumably to emphasize the purely 
descriptive, non-explanatory nature of the work. It is 
clear, however, despite his disavowal of explanations, that 
һе believes that somehow cultural patterns act as efficient 
‘causes. Although he calls them formal causes, he refers to 
cultural patterns as forces and pulsations, and speaks of 
their march or trend, their growth, realization, exhaustion, 
death. He anticipates this criticim by saying that the 
limited technical vocabulary in the historical and social 
sciences forced him to employ figurative, metaphorical 
language. One suspects, however, thatthe difficulty lies with 
the paradox of sepa viduals from their cultural 
creations, and not wi 

‘Although it fails, admittedly, to account in any way 
for cultural behavior, this work is a great tour de force, 
and a testimony to the magnificent scholarship and range 
of interest of Alfred Kroeber. It is a valuable descriptive 
work in comparative culture history, and raises important 
problems. If Kroeber did not provide the answer to the 

4, he was at least aware of the dificulties 

‘others, rush in with easy, deceptive solu 
is in an aren which continues to present the greatest 
challenge to soc 

‘Periodically in recent years Kroeber sought a rapproche- 







































ment with theories whieh include the individual, in, an 
attempt to provide causal, dynamic explanations in histor 
a a r 
Totem and Taboo, entitled “Totem and Taboo in Retro- 
spect” (1080), he modified considerably the negative ei 
clam in his first review in 1920. He was prompted to 
the second review after hearing a seminar student demolish 
Freud's work, “An iridescent fantasy,” said Kroeber, “de- 
serves a more delicate touch even în the act of destroying ite 
















a solid conviction that a prychologist had no business 
ing the historical field. He criticized the historical material 
Freud used for his theories as conjectural and disputed. 
He pointed out, for example, that we do not have reason 
to believe that man's earliest social organization was like 
that of the gorillas, nor that blood sacrifice was universal, 
nor that incest and exogamy are the oldest taboos; nor do 
we have proof that sons killed their fathers. In 1939 he was 

ng to say that Freud's 1 claims were beside 
‘the point and he would now “consider whether Freud's 
theory contains any possibility of being a generic, timeless 
explanation of the psychdlogy that underlies certain re- 
current historie phenomena or institutions like totemism 
and taboo” He vent on to say that in a diferent form 
Freud's hypothesis might have helped anthropologists and 
‘sociologists in their search for explanations of “both the 
repetitions and variations in culture.” Freud might, he 
said, have helped them to find “that underlying something” 
which would have served as a basis for cultural understand- 
ing. 

Kroeber repented much of his earlier criticism of Freud's 
Totem and Taboo but added that Freud made a large and 
permanent contribution with his concepts of repression, 
гено, and infantile persistence, dream symbolin 
and overdetermination, guilt sense, and the affects toward 
members of the family. He did not, however, believe that 
other Freudian concepts, such as the superego and the cas- 
tration complex, have anything to contribute to anthro- 



































Alfred Louis Kroeber w 


pology. He concluded by writing: “As a construct, neither 
science nor history can use iti bat it would seem that they 
can both accept and utilize some of the process conce 

that are involved in the construct” T Ж 

In a wistful, classroom statement in 1960 Krocber spoke 
of a desire to “smuggle human nature back into the study 
of man” and warned of ignoring psychological explana 
tions, as Leslie White wants to-do. Cultural forms are the 
important ones, he insisted, but for eausal and dynamic ex- 
planations one must go to'the individual; for explanation 
of culture, he admitted, we need more than historic se 
quence. 

Tn 1982, with Kluckhohn, he attempted 
detailed clarifcation of his theoretical position on culture 
and the individual, He admitted the legitimacy of the joint 
cultural peyehological spproneh, but expresved, the fear 
that there is implicit in these efforts an attempt “to get rid 
of culture by resolving or explaining it away.” At the same 
time he believed that eventually it would become the ap- 
proach that could penetrate further into causality in eul- 
ture; but for the “foreseeable future,” he said, the best 
hope “for parsimonious description and “explanation” of 
cultural phenomena seems to rest in the study of cultural 
forms and processes as such, largely—for these purpose 
abstracted from individuals and from personalities.” 

‘here is no doubt that Kroeber ranks with the great 
anthropologistsyHis work on the California Indian 
likely to be surpassed. He made major contributions in 
anthropometry, linguistic, arehzology: and ethnography. 
Tt remains to be seen whether or not his theoretical formula- 
tions in the fields of culture and culture history will stand 

еу аге contingent on so many disputed views in the 
ophy of history and the philosophy of science that 
Инеш to evaluate their ultimate value, At the very 
Teast, his frank and provocative views have consistently 
challenged other workers to stay with the fundamental 
problems in anthropological theory. With a man like 
Kroeber, whose curiosity never rests, one may expect con- 
tradictions, and be glad for them. 
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RUTH BENEDICT 


SCIENCE AND POETRY 


мах оғ zsrnaxoewext moved with Ruth Bene- 
Азу ЫШЫ; 
Kindly she always gave the impression of standing apart 
from the world she lived in, Even her physical appear- 
ance had an unearthly quality. Victor Barnouw described 
her as “a tall and slender Platonic ideal of a poetess.” She 
had large, penetrating, gray eyes set under heavy, dark 
‘and a fine head with short, prematurely white 
Erikson sketched her portrait toward the end 
nd described her as one “who looked as much 
% young girl as she looked like a man, without being 
in the least juvenile or mannish.” Late in her life, G. Е. 
Hutchinson sat next to her at dinner and was struck by her 
“unearthly beauty.” She impressed him as “a sybil, 
mythical wise woman, at once from the remote past and the 
distant future... .” 

Students and colleagues held hor in reverent esteem. She 
wus especially helpful and sympathetic to those who were 
Confined and struggling to fd their place in ife. On many 
occasions she gave financial aid to students whom she hardly 
knew, and whose interests were often far from her own. 
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Although these relationships brought her veneration and 
gratitude, they did not result in familiarity. ‘The core of 
Hee pennant of ey on te kb wan 
able dignity kept people from getting too close, 

One of her early fascination before she studied anthro- 
pology—was the deviant personality; the person who stood 
at odds with his cultural environment, She was especially 
interested in the lives of the poets, many of whom she 
found to be out of step with society. Under the name of 
Anne Singleton, she herself wrote poetry in. which 
struggled for freedom of fe n. A persi 
ent theme in her work as an anthropologist has to do with 
the reconciliation of indivi 
tegration, With the poet's 
important questions and resisted pedantry. As an inspired 
student. of Boas she was severely indoctrinated with th 
codes of scientific integrity. She remai 
however, to keep from being enslaved by the rituals of 
scientific procedure, a fate that her teacher, Boas, did not 
completely escape. 

Ruth Fulton. Benedict was born in New York City on 
June 5, 1887 to Frederick Samuel and Beatrice (Shattuck) 
Fulton. A sister, Margery, was born a year and a half 
later. ‘Phe father, a promising young man in surgery and 
medical research, died before Ruth Benedict was two years 
‘old, leaving his wife to support their two daughters, 

‘When Ruth Benedict was seven years old the mother and 
her two daughters left the family farm, near Norwich, 
N. Y., and moved to the Middle West where the mother had 
‘accepted a teaching position. Four years Inter they re- 
turned to New York and settled in Bulalo, the mother tak- 
ing a position as librarian at the Buffalo Publie Library, 

‘Despite the years of financial struggle and hardship, 
Benedict was able to take a college degree at Vassar, her 
mother's alma mater. She graduated in 1900 with honors 
but, according to her close friend Margaret Mead, with 
по sense that, her period offered her any intellectual or 
broad social role which had any menning.” A brief career 
as an English teacher at a girls? school in California was 














































followed by her marriage, in 1914, to Stanley Rossiter 
Benedict, a professor of chemistry’ at the Cornell Unik 
versity Medical School in New York City, She hoped to 
Ihave children right away. Fourteen years later, and child 
Jess, she expressed desperate disappoi 


Be desperate in that hour. Lift up your heart 
As any cup and drink it desolate— 

A drained and ruinous vessel thot no fate 

Shall fll again in pity, and no art 

Make brim quick-pastionate, 


Leave not one drop for heart-broke artifice 
‘Against the stricken years, You shall know now 
‘The quiet breathing of the apple bough 

Past blossoming, peace of the Chrysalis, 

The rain upon your brow. 


‘This pathetic resignation to a life barren of children 
came at th exact time when her career as an anthropologist 
had its frst blossoming. ‘The verses above from her poem 
“Lift Up Your Heart” were published in 1928, the same 
year that her paper “Paychological Types in the Cultures 
of the Southwest” was published. This paper followed ten 
years of academic study and fieldwork in anthropology, 
frst under the supervision of Elsie Clews Parsons and 
Alexander Goldenweiser, and then as a student under Franz 
Boas and A. L, Kroeber. From that time on much of her 
work in anthropology was an elaboration of the basic idea 
and methodology contained in that paper. ‘The end of one 
life marked the beginning of another for Ruth Benedict, 
as she herself realized in 1980 

Death and birth 

“Are whiner of the wind—nothing ovals 

Yet tilts term is spent no star beam faile 
Robbed by the whimsis of death and birth she lived the 
remainder of her term with a steady, detached passion. 

In 1922, at the age of thirty-five, Benedict conducted 

her first field study among the Serrano Indians in Cali- 
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fornia under the supervision of A. L. Kroeber, She re- 
ceived her doctorate from Columbia in 1028 and was 
appointed Lecturer in Anthropology at Columbia the ame 
year. Field studies followed of the Zuni (1924, 1926), the 
Cochiti (1926), and the Pima (1920). 

Benedict's field experience vith the Pima was cruci 
because here she tried out the id 
standing people through an anal 
ealtre patterns." This ws the concept frst formulated 
in her paper, “Psychological Types in the Cultures of 
the Southwest” (1928), and Inter made familiar Wo a vide 
reading public in her famous book, Patterns of Culture 
(тов), 

Та addition to her field work with Indians of the South- 
west in the twenties, she studied, in the forties, Asiatic 
find European culture patterns by using acculturated in- 
formants in the urban areas of this country. Her book on 
Japanese culture, The Chrysanthemum and the Sword 
(2046), is her best known work in this fed. 

“er field work was done inthe summers when she was not 
teaching at Columbia, At Columbia she carried henry 
teaching and administrative responsibilities. During the 
war she made valuable contributions to the government 
ts Social Science Analyst with the Offie of War Informa- 
tion. 

Tn the summer of 1948 Ruth Benedict attended a 
UNESCO seminar in Czechoslovakia. She died in the fall 
of that year on her return to New York, at the age of sixty- 














of their characteristic 




















Benedict's instinct for integration and generalization 
prompted her from the first to take a comprehensive view 
SE culture, A Tò ot diserete culture traita 
seemed to her to offer little help in the attempt to explain 
culture. With the functionalists, such as Malinowski, she 

sd on studying cultures as more or less integrated 
wholes, But where Malinowski started with the individual 
and saw cultural phenomena as derivative of individual 
needs, Benedict started with “cultural configurations” and 








saw individual behavior as largely a conformance to given 
cultural imperatives. 

‘Mort societies have, according to Benedict, a “dominant 
” which tends to elaborate recurring human 
‘death, and the quest for food and shelter—accord 
ing to its own bent. Death, for example, among the Indians 
of the Western Plains is an occasion for violent, unin- 
hibited, and extended grief among the mourners 
mong the Pueblo of the Southwest the cultural injunction 

in to forget the departed ones as quickly and. qui 

ible. These two cultures have opposing ‘drive 
jenedict summarized under Nietzsche's terms as Dionysian 
(Plains) and Apollonian (Southwest) ; the first is charac- 
terized by frenzy and excess, the second by measure and 
order. ‘The exercise of religion, warfare, and sex in both 
cultures is fashioned so as to serve as occasions for the in- 
dulgence of the respective cultural drives. "Thus the mean- 
ing and function of these and other institutions will be 
different in the two cultures; the variability in any cultural 
trait is, according to Benedict, “almost infinite.” 

‘For Benedict, therefore, there ean be a functional inter- 
pretation of cultures but never of culture, In fact, there 
‘ean never be a science of culture for Benedict, although she 
does not admit this. For if there is “almost infinite” varia- 
tion there can be по scientific explanation. ‘That is the 
‘outstanding implication of Benedict's radical cultural rela- 
tivity, and it cam be traced directly to her teacher Boas. 

Benedict's earlier work can be seen as one great effort in 
behalf of the idea of cultural relativity. She insists there 
may be very itl individual freedom, but there is unlimited 
cultural freedom. In arguing for a relative definition of 
that cultures 
may be built solidly and harmoniously upon fantasies, fenr 
constructs, or inferiority complexes and indulge to the lir 
in hypocrisy and pretensions: For Benedict it was always 

ible to point to an existing or possible cultural 
tion where the deviant in any given culture would be at 
home. Although this implication has no practical value for 
any human individual at odds with his society, it seemed 
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a comfort to Benedict to know that his behavior would be 
‘appreciated in the appropriate cultural situation. 
In her best known work, Patterns of Culture, Benedict 





(Kwakiutl), Ruth Bunzel (Zuni), and Reo F. Fortune 

Сори). ће studies of Zuni, Dobu, and Kwakiutl were 

resented as documentation for her central iden: the almost 
itless variation of cultural patterns. 

In her field experience with Indians of the Southwest in 
the twenties Benedict was struck by the observation thatthe 
Pueblo culture differed in a radienl way from that of the 
Indians of North America at large in spite of the fact 
that there were no natural barriers to isolate them from 
neighboring peoples. "The Pueblos seemed, incredibly, to 
be invisibly insulated from the cultural influence of their 
neighbors. Whereas the behavior of North American In- 
dans at large was characterized, according to Benedict, by 
ecstasy and orgy, the Pueblos were committed to measure 
and sobriety. The Pueblos and their neighbors illustrated 
for Benedict Nietzsche's famous formulation of the Diony- 

ian-Apollonian antithesis in the ancient Greek world. 

For a specific contrast with the Pueblo, Benedict chose 
the Kwakiutl from the tribes of the Northwest co 
who had been described in great detail by Boas. All their 
Activities, from the religious dances of the Cannibal Society 

i of their economie systems, revealed 
iolence and self-glorification. In any 
ionship or activity only two consequences were 
possible: total triumph or abject shame, In clinical terms 
they were, for Benedict, “megalomaniac paranoid.” The 
ecstasy and the depression that qualified: their lives are 
Dionysian traita and were shared by most of the American 
Indians, with the remarkable exception of the Southwest 
Pueblos. 

Benedict apparently picked the Dobu of New Guinea 
as a. case history to support her thsi that a culture can 
function well enough even when possessing what Western 
































civilization labels the most perverse human traits, “The Do- 
Duan,” says Benedict, “lives out without repression man's 
worst nightmares of the ill wll of the universe, and accord- 
ing to his view of life virtue consi i 
‘upon whom he can vent the mali 
to human society 

treachery are institutionalized virtues in this society and 
жге practiced within the preseribed cultural forms. The 
“good man” is the man who has survived his daily conflicts 
‘and has achieved a measure of prosperity—Tt is taken 
for granted that he has thieved, killed children and his close 
associates by sorcery, cheated wherever he dared.” 

‘The cultures described in Patterns of Culture illustrated 
Benet ea tht culture can be viewed as consisting 
of cultural configurations integrated under the domination 
of one general, master pattern. A culture, therefore, is 
analogous to an individual being in that it is “a more or 
Jess consistent pattern of thought and action.” Psycho- 
logical terms could be used to analyze and summarize cul- 
tural characteristics. Cultures, she states, “are individual 
psychology thrown large upon the sereen, given gigantic 
proportions and а ong Ume span” It thin’ we of 
psychology that places Benedict among the modern an- 
thropologists who have attempted an inter-disciplinary 
approach to the study of man and society. It must be 

, however, that in her earlier work especially no 

le of the functional and adaptational aspects of 
psychological theory in an attempt to explai 
culture is different from another. The character 
ethos of a people appears simply as “given” 
study, in much the same way as does Kroeber’s “style” in 
his studies of dress fashions, Benedict in fact used the term 
style, with its overtones of fortuity, to suggest the nature 
of a “psychological set” in culture. 

‘The background for Benedict's “tribal-geni 
is not psychology but the Volksgeist tradition in German 
historical scholarship. The works of Wilhelm Dilthey and 
Oswald Spengler were especially influential on Benedict. 
Behind them stood the great systems of thought of Kant 
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and Hegel. Kant speaks of a “plan of nature” in history 
analogous to the “laws of nature” in science, Man is con- 
ceived as fulfilling this plan without being aware of it. F 
Hegel there was no plan of nature or of God behi 
torical events, but the reason and passions—the rational 
‘and irrational—of men. Although historical events, as seen 
from the outside, do not necessarily exhibit logical connec 
tions, the “thoughts” of men behind them do, The hi 
torian, therefore, must work both from the outside and the 
inside, He most penetrate the events to find the 
connected “thoughts” behind them—to the “spi 
time” (Zeitgeist), Dilthey is close to Hegel when he speaks 
of the necessity for reliving the particular “spiritual 
tivity” of a given culture in order to understand it, Phil 
sophical systems are seen by Dilthey as expressions of 
various cultural moods; moods which cannot be resolved 
into one another. Spengler emphasizes the special character 
of each culture. The culture expresses its character in all 
the details of its existence, As with Dilthey there is an 
insistence on the independence of cultures from cach other. 
With an assist from Gestalt psychology on the im- 
portance of subjective frameworks, Benedict applied the 
Volksgeist idea from the German historical tradition to 
the data of cultural anthropology. Even in her later work, 
such as T'he Chrysanthemum and the Sword where she used 
adaptat continuit 
in culture, her approach 
idea. This method is understandably congenial to a post, 
who strives to distill for us the essence of an experi 
a complex of events. Exaggeration and omission 
by a central preconerption are necessary to this at, When 
poetry is practiced by the scientist, however, there are 





































‘and overlooked the ones that seemed to reflect a 
conflicting drive. ‘The Dionysian and the Apollonian spirits 
often exist side by side in a culture and in the individual, 





although one may predominate. It was the coexistence of 
these drives in the ancient Greek world that attracted the 
interest of Nietzsche in The Birth of Tragedy. 

The labeling of a culture as Apollonian or Dionysian 
can be useful to suggest the general bent of a culture, but 
it can be misleading when used as a scientific premise to 
order and interpret the entire range of cultural and indi- 
vidual behavior in a society. Benedict herself had warned 
‘against the dangers in this approach: “It would be absurd,” 

in Pattern of Culture, “to cut every culture down 

to the Procrustean bed of some catchword. characteriza- 
tion. The danger of lopping off important facts that do not 
illustrate the main proposition is grave enough even at best.” 
ште, coming where it does, suggests a picture of 

ugh, scowling face of Boas looking over the shoulder 
favorite pupil as her attention strays from science to 























ту. 

Margaret Mead has inadvertently summed up very 
nicely the strength and the weakness of Benedict's scientific 
anthropology: “Two of her characteristics which all those 
йо тое биш with her wil remember vividly were the 

ile which accepted the general proposition the details of 
ЖА ahe had ey half Caughts ant ee rephrasing of 
question which made the questioner out to be so much more 
intelligent than had the original question; both were con- 
nected with her deafness, combined with her willingness to 
trust to what she felt were the essential elements in other 

ple and in problems.” The deafness (a result of child- 
ой measles) that Mead refers to doce not adequately ac- 
count for Benedict's tendency to create simplicity out of 
complexity by poetic paraphrase, 

Benedict's contribution lies in her attempt to make 
some sense out ofthe cultural phenomena that confront the 
student of oulture. She was not satisfied, as was Bons, to go 
on recording information and postponing explanation until 
that time im the distant fature when the patient еер. 
ing of generations of anthropologists would reveal sound 
inductive generalizations about man and society. She was 
impatient with this attitude and seized upon the concept 










































explaining cultural studies, If, in her enthusiasm, she 


pressed too hard, it was a mistake in the right directi 
‘Te has been pointed out many times that Benedic 
sistence on cultural relativity is inconsistent with her con- 
cern for improving the lot of mankind; a concern which 
is apparent in her theoretical work and in her 
efforts in behalf of freedom and tolerance. She hoped that 
‘eventually there would be a rational order to the now blind, 
unconscious patterns in culture. Social engineering, hoy 
ever, requires standards and judgments, If the many 
rent, coexisting patterns of life are “equally valid 
fas she seems to want to any, then one must go all the way 
‘Spengler and accept man's foolishness as inevitable. 
She does not accept this implication, nd has 
spoken eloquently of the disaster inherent in certain kinds 
of social organizations: “It is possible to scrut 






































stimulate, and in terms of human suffering and frustration. 
If any society wishes to pay that cost for its chosen and 
congenial traits, certain values will develop within this 
pattern, however ‘bad’ it may be. But the risk is great, and 
the social order may not be able to pay the price, It may 
break down beneath them with all the consequent wanton 
waste of revolution and economie and emotional disaster.” 
More than any of her contemporaries, perhaps, Bene- 
dict exposed the weakness of the functionalist orientation 
fs originally stated by Durkheim: that institutions are 
things, are elated to each other, and ean only be explained 
їп terms of other institutions. She stepped out of ths circle 
by invoking the analogy of institutional clusters with 
human ct types. This had a certain illustrative 
jut it failed as a dynamic. Such a system of evalua- 
tion could never mix with the psychodynamic approach 

she attempted in The Chrysanthemum and the Sword, 
‘Benedict жав a severe and perceptive critic of our own 
culture and used, paradoxically, a strict cultural rela- 
an as the chief argument in her criticism. Only a fas- 




















ination for formal contradiction, however, will mislead 
fone about Benedict's contributions. Her insights reflected 
‘minor faults of the poetic nature 





social scientists. 


PART 2 


THE NEW DIMENSION: Man 


INTRODUCTION 


entar social conditions and necessities lead to the 
‘generation of a new interest, The first attempt to im- 
jement this interest may not be successful or creative, but 

‘establishes a precedent, a style, and a frame of reference, 
tis customary to say that this style or frame of reference 
has a momentum, But this metaphor obscures the facts. 
‘There are specific, identifiable factors responsible for the 

ation of a style of thinking, the most important 

Being the academic apprenticeship served by every new 

generation of students, Idealization of the teacher is com- 

hon, and teaching often takes the form of indoctrination. 

‘A critical, creative approach to the problems of an aca- 

line takes place, if at all, long after the sp- 

prenti Ta the meantime the prevailing mode of 
thinking is strengthened. 

‘A new approach to the problems in a field of work may 
reflect a personal need for rebeli ii 
the new approach has any value it is beem 
the needs of society. It is this correspondence which dis- 
tinguishes the creative from the quixotic. 

"As social changes occur the solutions to new problem 
become imperative, and sooner or later the inertia of a 
sanctified mode of thought encounters forces which alter 
its course. Consequently, the history of a field, such as 
anthropology, is not so much a history of “falsehoods” 
and “truths,” as it is a record of man's attempt to solve 
the problems that a constantly changing world presenta, 
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From a study of the lives, the works, and the times of 
some of the major contributors to our knowledge of man 
‘and culture, we are encouraged in the belief that man has 
the capacity to invent new methods and ideas when the 





old ones fail him. A brief summary and interpretation of 

the vogues of thought surveyed in the preceding chapters 

reveals «alow but progressive adjustment in anthropolog- 
ïon thought to the needs of modern man, 

evolution gave the great impetus to the 

Darwin had many more endur- 

‘id Spencer, Tylor, and 

evolution was a hit-and- 








patterning survived while others less successful either 
ished or changed. However much the evolutionary 
anthropologists might have endorsed this view, they did 
not have the data to establish it. The Spencerian idea con- 
cerning the uni 

‘and Frazer the license to borrow freely from a large v 
of cultures the data of folklore or custom to. back 
‘ews, In adopting this assumption ‘Tylor and Frazer were 
more Aristotelian and Lamarckian than Darwinian. They 
failed to make the effective transition from organic to social 
evolution. Perhaps the specific reason for this was in their 
failure to establish a frame of reference for the study of 
social adaptation. Once this shortcoming existed, there was 
not much left for these investigators to do but to be topical 
in their approach. ‘The study of isolated culture traits like 
sex customs (with particular reference to incest taboos), 
totemism, religion, and magic, could only be studied in 
accordance with « master plan, ‘These early workers did 
not have any idea of the adaptation of individual cultures, 
‘The vogue of the evolutionary anthropologist declined as 
тооп аз fact finding became the undertaking of certain 
anthropologist like Boas, or when a new frame of reference 
‘was used, as in the ease of Durkheim, 

‘The decline of evolutionism was probably due to the 
fact that it was not an investigative technique but a series 
of discrete ad foc explanations based on questionable 
‘assumptions. Instead of explaining social evolution, it 
really: by-passed the whole issue. Social evolution was 
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‘assumed to have involved all of humanity even in wi 
Scattered areas. Adjustment to particular local conditions 
id insulation from other grou ignored. Tt was this 
assumption that gave Frazer ise to draw his con- 
ions from the folklore of different groups as it suited 
is convenience. The evolutionists failed because their as- 
sumptions defined their problems, and prevented the 
ing in the most pressing need; namely, to 




















data. 
Emile Durkheim introduced a new iden into the tech- 


nique of anthropology. He wanted to avoid the extremes 
of Spencer and Comte, He did not want to be deductive 
ionalistic, drawing conclusions from arbitrary pos- 















tulates like ‘unilinear evolution, or the psychic unity of 
mankind, According to Durkheim, social facts must be 
treated as “things,” and social facts can only be explained 


8 
in terms of other social facts and not in terms of some other 
Spline like biology or psychology. This is the basic 
ble unit for study 
„in Durkheim's 
scheme, were related to each other as are the meshes із а 
gear system, This became, therefore, a technique, for 
Working within a closed system, where the individual 
entities institutions— were related to each other. There 
in an attempt at a dynamic formulation, But precisely 
kow the needa of the social organism related to the institu- 
tion is not clear. We are told that social facts came 
ized. Tt ja 















of statement seemed adequate, Durkheim could not tolerate 
the iden of explaining a social fact with a prychological 
fact. He was quite certain the result was “false.” In a way, 
Durkheim could not be blamed. In his dny there was no 
Psychology that had any relevancy to the problems he 
tras working on. 

'Durkheins technique led him to conclusions that today 
seem to be in error. When institutions relate to each other 
and not to the creatures who conceive and implement them, 
then one has to see society as an organism. In this onse the 
needs of society are different from the needs of the ir 
iduals who comprise it. 














Notwithstanding the limitations of his frame of refer- 
ence, Durkheim's work was an essential building block in 
the structure of modern anthropology. He fell just short 
the modern conception of social homeostasis and how it 
achieved. He realized that in primitive religion the sacred 
object was a symbol and that the search must be for the 
xenlities that stand behind the symbol. This realit 
insisted, must be observable wi 

nized that society cannot exist unless the con 
co-operation exist, and he also recognized that religion was 
‘a way of maintaining co-operation in society. 

‘Although Durkheim was inimical to psychology as a way 
of explaining sociological facts, he had a homemade and 
{pled pryebology to which he owed many of his brilliant 
insights. Considering that Durkheim was not really an 
anthropologist, is influence was profound. His Elementary 
Forms of the Religious Life, with all its errors, is still an 
enjoyable and instructive work. 

"The man who appreciated the poverty of anthropological 
data was Franz Boas. Being himself the severest critic of 
the evolutionary anthropologists, he set a new example in 
the methods of gathering field data, He was one of the two 
‘workers who, by plan or accident, began to study cultures 
as entities, His studies of Northwest Indian cultures set 
‘anew pattern for field studies, and he defined the necessity 
for exhaustive studies of individual cultures. Boas was not 
8 great inovator of interpretive ides; his emphasis was 
‘on what data to gather and how to gather 

‘Among the functionalists it was Malinows 
credited with new styles of interpretation. Tt was an acc 
dent that he was interned in the Trobriand Islands during 
World War I. This gave him four years in which to live 
with the Trobriands and to gather the data that would 
take him the rest of his life to organize and assess. Malinow- 

ver really described the total Trobriand culture, 
Tana, hcl 1 up tepionlly, and no doubt there i 
much that he never got around to documenti 

His study of the Trobriands is a landmark in anthro- 
ological literature. Being a culture whose basic social 
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organization is very different from our own, it furnished 
‘an opportunity for studying the sources, functions, and 
interrelations of adaptive patterns other than our own, 
Furthermore, Malinowski had a true conception of social 
adaptation, Institutions were not things to him; “they exist 

isfy, directly or indirectly, the biological needs of 
тыл.” Не recognized that toward this end, the family was 
a prime necessity ; he also recognized that the monogamous 
family satisfied these needs more effectively than other 
family structures, Notwithstanding this, he i 
the structural units (institutions) evolved and were 
айына, 

In the midst of these activities Malinowski got the oppor- 
tunity to lock horns with the psychoanalysts, notably 
Ernest Jones. The issue is a particularly instructive one, 
‘The question concerned the Oedipus complex in the Tro- 
briand Islands. Jones claimed that in this eommunity—a 
matrilineal society in which the mother’s brother stood in 
loco patris—the Oedipus complex was repressed. Mal- 
inowski quite rightly pointed to the differences in social 
organization between the peoples of the Trobriand Islands 
and Western countries. ‘This argument was lost on the 
psychoanalysts because the concession that social organiza- 
tion could have something to do with the family constella- 
tions would destroy the Lamarckian position of the 
Freudians and put them under the obligation to revise a 
major part of the libido theory. At all events, the kind of 
double talk that constituted Jones’ defense is not much in 

wad 















































accomplishments grudgingly, if at all, If, as some claim, 
Boas said everything for which Malinowski took credit, 
the general student cannot find it in Bos work and cannot 
therefore be so partisan as to deny Malinowski credit for 
high achievement, He is the most articulate of the fune- 
tionalists, and itis his work rather than that of Вол» that 
made possible some approach to the use of psychology by 
anthropologists, 








‘When we look back at Durkheim and Malinowski we ean 
locate the central problem in technique, Once doctrinaire 
evolutionism had died the technical problem began to shift 

‘to institutions as useful 
instruments of adaptation. They were the ur which 
social adaptation could be described. It was finally con- 
eded that they existed for man, Durkheim however in- 
sitions could be defined only in terms of 
Paychology was ruled out as a method 
for investigating and explaining institutions 

Paychology, on the other hand, was taking its turn at 
anthropomorphism, Under Freud “instincts” were given 
ft life and direction of their own, and the individual was 
еей ав going a predetermined way, irrespective of the 
pact of social institutions, ‘The anthropologists had no 
place for the individual in their frame of reference, and 
the psychologists had no place for society in theirs. ‘This 
impasse exists to some extent even today. 

‘Both Kroeber and Benedict must, in spite of many con- 
trary indications, be classed with the functionalists. In 
Keeping with the functionalist approach, both consider 
institutions to be the working units of the anthropologists. 
They both agree that institutions interact with one 
“other, Kroeber proposed a superorganic theory which in 
‘effect anthropomorphizes institutions; reference to human 
‘agencies is purely incidental. In the case of Benedict, 
arrangement of institutions forms a “culture pattern,” a 
total Gestalt, which has a certain resemblance to human 
character types. This idea, originally an inspiration of 
Friedrich Nietzsche, was promoted and popularized by his 
faithful annotator, Oswald Spengler. Because of the un- 
mistakable analogy to character types, Benedict’s work is 
often credited with a psychological orientation which it 
does not possess, 

more psychological approach was effected by Ralph 
Linton in his book, The Study of Man. It was grounded, 
however, upon ineffectual psychological assumptions, #0 
that no systematic technique emerged. Tt is a certainty that 
he did not agree with the functionalists in their view of the 
interaction of institutions. 
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Leslie White states a position similar to Kroeber’s when 
he declares that “cultural phenomena interact with each 
Other on a superorganic level and form new combinations 
and syntheses. The study and interpretation of these events 
can be carried on not only without reference to individuals, 
fted or otherwise, but without reference to the human 
‘This is similar to Freud's position that man's fate 

depends on the outcome of a eapricious battle between Life 
and Death instincts, Tt is a reductio ad absurdum of the 
tionalist. position. We must seriously question 

ie value of any view that lands us, as this one 
in such a hopeless predicament, In addition, we must 





















бом 

oint out that any doctrine which denies to пив тарот. 
Bity for his own fate tends, i£ talken seriously, to genti 
augment his social anxiety and to make sul xet 
the” pretext for hopelessness, hedonism, or vocal runs 





Margaret Mead has made an effective effort to recon 
culture pattern with adaptive psychologies. ‘The transition 
in her work came with her studies of Balinese character, 
It is quite apparent in this work that, although the data 
was gathered with the intention of documenting a culture 
pattern, what was actually recorded served to establish the 
“basic personality” of the Balinese. Despite her prod 
efforts and ceaseless productivity Mead could not buck the 
tide of conservatism in her own discipline. When the vast 
storehouse of knowledge that is encompassed by cultural 

thropology is opened up again—as it surely will be 
then the efforts of Mend will emerge as а real contribution, 

‘The invasion, ax it was regarded in yome quarier, of 
anthropology by psychodynamics in the early nineteen 
thirties resulted in an emphasis on a neglected dimension 
of the “study of man,” namely, man, The next section will 
trace the development of an effort to include the human 
individual in a comprehensive study of man. Tt will begin 
with an account of the work of the founder of psycho- 
dynamics, Sigmund Freud, and will then proceed to а соп- 
sideration of the different uses that have been made of 
psychodynamics in cultural anthropology. 





























SIGMUND FREUD 


CHIMNEY SWEEPING 


wo rereniioeNT, imaginative, and very stubborn 
young woman, known in history as Fräulein Anna O., 
Snot er wien well Seon ‘Viennese physician in 1881 
invented a technique for exploring the human mind. 
‘She called the technique the “talking cure,” and “chimney- 
and modified by Sigmund Freud 





When Fräulein Anna O. became a patient of Josef 
Breuer, the Viennese physician, Freud was a young man of 
twenty-five, just completing his medical studies, He and 
Suse hud Gen friends for some years. Brever reported to 
Freud that the girl had, with very little assistance from him, 
‘cured herself—by talking. By talking she had cured her- 
felf of paralytic contracture and anesthesia, disorders of 
шоп, speech, and hearing, neuralgia, coughing, tremors, 
{and miscellaneous phobias, While in a self-induced hypnotic 
state the girl insisted on reporting to Breuer in detail the 
‘experiences—real_ and allucinatory—that she had ac- 
cumulated since his last vist. By the greatest good fortune 

mt, sympathetic man who was content 
although he had no preconeep- 
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tions as to the possible consequences of such a novel 
doctor-patient relationship. Tt developed that this “talk- 
ing” had the salutary effect of relieving the girl's many 
‘anxieties and tensions, at least temporarily. A calm, cheer- 
ful, agreeable state of mind lasted for about a day, then 
rocedure had to be repeated. 
‘The next stage in the treatment of Polen Ama 0. 
occurred when, by chance, her hypnotie ramblings hit upon 
A serien of eventa that wero directly related to ame of her 
current phobias, Upon relating the events the phobia dir- 
appeared and never returned. After that she and Breuer 
tacked one ailment after another by dredging up—while 

‘was in а hypnotic state—her recollection of the occa 
sion when the symptom first appeared. Once she had given 
foe verbal expreon {о (не ена, ашекей With the 
appearance of a given symptom, it disappeared. In this 
ay she was cored of some of her symptom, 

The case of Anna O. impressed Freud very much. How- 
ever, no one with whom he discussed the case shared his 
enthusiasm, including Charcot, the great French paychi- 
atrist, and Breuer himself. 

‘During the next ten years Freud treated mental patients 
with the generally accepted methods of the time, such as 
hydrotherapy and electrotherapy, and occasionally experi- 
mented with hypnosis. With hypnosis, he used from the 
start Anna O’s talking cure, which’ Breuer had later 
named the “cathartic method.” Encouraged by his success 
with the eathartic method inthe treatment of hysteric cases 
he persuaded Breuer to join him in a study of hysteria. 
"The collaboration began with the “Preliminary Communi- 
cation” in 1898 and was completed by the publication, in 
1895, of Studies on Hysteria. This volume marks the be- 
ginning of psychoanalyı е 

Freud soon abandoned hypnosis and the cathartic method 
in favor of the method of “free association,” and it was 
this decision that set the true course of psychoanalytic 
theory and practice, It was Anna O., however, who first 
revealed the causal connections between the mental limbo 
of phantasm, absurdity, and hallue 



































dane realm of rational life, In tracking down these connec- 
tions Freud created an instrument for the examination and 
treatment of the human mind. 

“The step that led to the beginning of psychoanalysis 
proper was Fa ‘of the patient's resistance 
{о the recollection and divulgence of certain 
feelings in his past life, He learned to interpre 
sistance not as obstinacy to be overcome by the patient's 
will, but rather as a clue to the discovery of past exper 
‘ences and emotions in the patient's life which had beer 
driven from conscious recall for some good reason. Only a 
man with an extreme confidence in the efficacy of human 
Knowledge, coupled with a tolerance and sympathy for 
human fallure—a rare combination—could have seen in 
this obstacle an opportunity for cure, 

‘Ia making the patient's area of resistance the center of 
his inquiry Freud abandoned hypnosis, since under hypno- 
sis resistance is not evident except at induction; there is no 
‘opportunity for discriminating focus. He substituted for 
hypnosis the method of free association, in which the pa- 
tient is encouraged to “think out loud,” reporting every- 
thing that comes to his mind no matter how absurd, trivial, 
or embarrassing the thoughts might be. 

Tt is not a simple matter, as Freud learned, for 
to speak freely of all the thoughts that enter 
One's very sense of identity and existence is determined in 
large part by what Durkheim called the “common senti- 
ments” of a society—the social conventie 
behavior that are integrated in the individual begir 

fancy, A censorship develops in the individual which 
protects him from giving vent to w that would en- 
danger his culturally determined inte 
censorship that Freud had to break in introducing his pa- 
tients to the free association method. In the account of his 
first successful case with this method he revealed how this 
‘was to be done: “Finally I declared that I knew very wel 
that something had occurred to her and that she was con- 
cealing it from me; but she would never be free of her 
xo long as she concealed anything.” For what seemed to be 

























































damaging, hur 
Freud offered in exchange relief from pain. With t 





liating, or just nopsensi 

relief 
as a motive Freud's patients revealed to him an undiscov- 
‘ered dimension of the human mind. 

Having accommodated himself to the frequently irra: 
tional products of free association in his patients, Freud 
was quick to recognize the significance of dreams as a source 
of information about the hidden motives and conflicts 
within the individual. The familiar reality distortions in 
dream sequences were interpreted by him as an attempt 
on the part of the dreamer to solve an inward confict— 
a kind of dishonesty,” as he pot it later. In th 

не, а dream is like a neurotic symptom—a compromise 
solution to some conflict that the patient cannot deal with 

ligible 
jon helped sustain his 
structure of a patient 
analysis and eventual cure. But the 
pretation of dreams served as more than a hopeful 
logy; it became a powerful instrument in operating 
directly on the neurotic structure. It offered the patient 
another opportunity to discover the hidden conflicts that 
caused his pain. 

‘Most important of all, Freuds discovery of the signif- 
cance of dreams made possible his own psychoanalysis, By 
subjecting his own dreams to interpretation he achieved an 
‘understanding that has seldom been equaled in the history 
cof men’s efforts at self-examination, Fortunately, Freud 
had a grandiose nature. He believed that what went on in 
his mind must, at least in general outline, go on in all other 
minds. Once he understood himself he felt qualified to un- 
derstand man. Although this conviction inevitably led to 
error and miscalculation in certain instances, it undoubt- 
aly prompted the great insights that revolutionised py- 
chology. 















































and from analyses of his patients 
Freud soon arrived at a central insight: neurotic symptoms 

ided programs of adapta- 
tion. ‘They are not whimaies of nature, but attempts, based 








h the problems of daily life. 
‘The experiences that require adaptive maneuvers begin at 
birth. In infancy and childhood the choice of modes of 
adaptation is dictated by the simple requirements of sur- 
J If abject submission to parental demands is, under 
the circumstances, the obvious way to gain the love and 
protection that needs in order to survive, that is 
he course he will follow, He cannot have the forethought to 
consider what damaging effects the adoption of this be- 
havior pattern might have in his adult life. Carried into 
adulthood this behavior, which at an earlier age kept him 
can become the basis of a neurotic disorder 
Freud discovered, in other words, that neurotic sym 
toms have a history. He was not led to this discovery 
by induction; he was aided by an a priori conviction that 
mental events, like physical events, have a strict determi 
. But the human individual is not a ball rolling down 
ta inlined plane, ‘Thee are many more variable end 
the conditions responsible for his behavior are not open to 
direct inspection and measurement, Inference and econ 
struction from a potpourri of fantasies, distant recollec- 
tions, dreams, mistakes, and rational productions are 
required. By regarding these various manifestations as 
allusions, and rejecting very often their face value, Freud 
was able to locate central themes of which the patient 
was often unaware; themes which were related to events 
tnd feelings that the patient had concealed from himself. 
‘Freud called this process of slf-concealment repression, In 
‘the example given above, the individual who is forced to 
submit to every demand made of him аз a child might 
reasonably be expected to covet murderous wishes toward 
in parent A concious device i bound, to be expo 
sooner or later, во ti st safety lies in rejecting the 
dangerous desire. I become, according’ to Freud, Te- 
pressed. A. repressed thought, memory, feeling, or desire 
not obliterated. Freud applied to the human mind the 
Principle of the conservation of energy, which states that 
по quantity of energy in an isolated system can be de- 
stroyed; the fate of an unacceptable impulse is change, 
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тей destruction. Under Preud psychology beenie a study 
of dynamics. 

Starting with a symptom or character trait, Freud 
traced its mode of development back through the patients 
history until he arrived at the conflict that called the mech- 
anism of repression into action. Between conflict and зуп 
tom lay a history of change and accommodation me 
possible by certain identifiable psychic maneuvers. These 
adaptive maneuvers—unsuccessful in the case of a mental 
atient—enn be classified as defensive, substitutive, and 
compensatory. They are protective in function, and when 
successful, effect tolerable and even happy compromises, 
Using the above example again, the man with a justified 
but unacceptable hostility may direc his energies into re- 
warding avenues of aggressive behavior: he may become a 
politician, an army leader, a business tycoon, a surgeon, or 
a football player. Or he may take another tack and caj 
alize on an avoidance of aggressive behavior: he may be 
come a priest, а teacher, a diplomat, or a bookkeeper. This 
ds not to sny that repressed hostility is a necessary or 
suficient condition for the attainment of any of the above 

goals, These are illustrations, in the broadest terms, of the 
Pouible pathways of succerefal adaptation. Iti not necer 
sary, although it ean be helpful, for the normal individual 

idden conflicts and resulting modes 

bed and ineffective person, 

in some cases, enable him to modify and 

adiret fao adaptive eforta This was the medial valve of 
Freud's treatment. 

Up to this point Freud's discoveries involved a low level 
of abstraction. They were derived very directly from the 
data—observations of himself and his patients, But science 
moves in the ы 
















































patients were of a sexual nature. The expression of sexual 





drives encountered forbidding obstacles from infancy 
‘through adulthood. It was in this area that the individual 
‘adaptive capacities were put to the severest tests, Freud 
saw here an opportunity to provide a theoretical structure 
for his dynamic psychology. The result was the libido 
theory. 

By postulating the sexual drive as the fundamental 
biological instinct in man, Freud was able to construct 
‘theoretical framework in which the observable dynami 
of adaptation were viewed as alteration 
fication. ‘The phases in the development of the 
energy associated with the sexual instinct) follow, ac- 
‘cording to Freud, a “prescribed course,” that is, they are 
historically determined. ‘The influence of the evolutionists, 

ticularly Haeckel, is evident here; “ontogeny recapitu- 
ates phylogeny” was a popular dictum at the time, As 
Freud generalized it, instincts can be characterized “as 
tendencies inherent in living substance towards restoring 
tan earlier state of things. ,. ” The dynamics of adapta- 
tion consist in an adjustment to this preordained develop- 
ment, compatible with the demands of contemporary life. A 
compromise is sought between the demands of the past 
(phylogenetic history) and the needs of the present. Path- 
ology results from an unsatisfactory compromise. 

‘The resolution of the Oedipus complex illustrates how 
such a compromise can be made. ‘The Oedipal phase in the 
енене course of libidinal development occupied the cen- 
tral role in Freud's scheme, The famous Oedipus complex 

ор to Freud, from an, inevitable sexual 
‘of the child to the parent of the opposite sex. 
Repreion of the libido atthe Une of attachment saves 
the child from overwhelming fear and guilt over the attach- 
ment. Later on, at puberty, the libido is released and 
ted to a nonincestuous object of the opposite sex. 
Failure to resolve the Oedipus complex in this way results 
in meurotio disorder, 

The libido theory proved to be very useful to the psycho- 
athe beng pt oh шышы да ркы: 
peculiar toa society in which sexual development is greatly 
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inhibited, Tt accounted very well for the observed phe- 
nomena and suggested a course of treatment. Tt was of no 
cal concern, whether or not the precise stage of 
velopment were dictated by phylogenetic history 
in Freud patients the succession of stages dil occur Ia 
ontgenei in a predictable may. 

‘The validity of a theory, however, is not settled by how 
successfully it accounts for phenomena at a particular place 
and time, The Ptolemaic theory of the solar system was 
founded on erroneous assumptions, but it accounted forthe 
movements of the sun, moon, and planets for almost four- 
teen centuries, and provided reliable methods for predic- 
tion. When new problems appeared, ad hoc alterations 
жеге made in the machinery of the theory, while the basic 
assumptions were left undisturbed. The result was an in- 
creasingly complex and cumbersome system that eventu- 
ally gave way to a theory based on radically different 
assumptions, assumptions which were later shown to be 
Justified. 

Tn the ense of the libido theory the questionable assump- 
tion of a phylogenetically determined series of events in the 
ontogenesis of the sex drive was retained by Freud, and 
new problems were solved by gratuitous modifications of 
derivative concepts, Freudian psychodynamics became 
rooted in an instinct theory, and the concept of adaptation 
so important in Freud's early clinieal work—became one 
‘of many appendages. ‘This development had important 
consequences for Freud's work in the social sciences, 
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‘remarkable achievement for any individual, form only 
fraction of his great output. As the matter stands toda 
one would be loath to 

best that can be done with his ideas in the social sciences, 
But Freud is а force to be reckoned with in the social 
sciences because he provided access to a dimension long 
Known to social science, but ignored for want of an ade- 
Quate approach. This new dimension was man—the effec- 
tive unit of society, and its creator, 

No discussion of Freud's sociological works is of any 
value without a knowledge of his sources, In 1910 there 
‘appeared a work bound to stimulate a great many new 
ideas in Freud. That was Sir James Frazer's Totemism 
and Ezogamy. In addition, he read all the evolutionary 
anthropologists, especially Maret, and Robertson Smith's 
Religion of the Semites. Smith's conclusions represented 
just the kind of “confirmation” Freud was looking for. 
With these works, together with what he had absorbed 
from Herbert Spencer and his “stages of development,” and 
Haeckel's law of biogenesis that ontogeny repeats phy- 
logeny, Freud had an armory of assumptions with which 
he could operate. 

Freud ref 


























to anthropological material to find evi- 
e culture for his contention that what was 
ious in primitive man would be “unconscious” 
in modern man, He had originally given this assignment to 
Jung. But instead of following the trail of the evolu! 
Anthropologists, Jung was off on the track of mysticism, 
‘The break between the two men came when, in place of 
what had been agreed upon, Jung set to work on a book, 
Symbols and Transformations of the Libido. This was 
1911, Freud, therefore, had to do the job himself. ‘The 
result was Totem and Taboo, 

By the time Totem and Taboo was published much of 
the work of the evolutionary anthropologists had. been 
questioned and many of their assumptions repudiated, 
Stil, they lived on in Freud's libido theory. ‘The theory 
that man’s Oedipus complex derived from a primal parri- 
cide, or that animal phobias in children represent the 
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‘infantile return of Totemism,” or that the latency period 






Smith “confirmed” Freud in 
feasts were repetitions of the original parricide and the 
ensuing mourning and euphoria. In true evolutionary 
manner Freud set to work to find in Christian ritual 
(largely of Greek origin) a repetition of the totemic feast, 
‘The ndded feature in Christianity is that the parricide is 
sxpinted in the death of Christ, Thus Freud unwi 
ndorsement to the concept of “original sin,” whi 
as parricide. According to Freud, this idea was 
perpetuated through the ages “by the ‘inheritance of 
‘paychie dispositions.” 

Totem and Taboo has not stood the test of time because 
it ultimately shared in the fate of the evolutionary anthro- 
pologists. ‘The assumptions were wrong’ the technique was 
wrong. It really espoused an Aristotelian conception of 
social evolution. ‘This does not mean that the whole concept 
of social evolution has been discredited. There has been 
evolution. But it could not be studied according to the 
‘assumptions of the cultural anthropologists—which Freud 
all too hastily endorsed. Unfortunately Freud could never 
free himself from his early convictions. He reaffirmed these 
early views in 1939 in Moves and Monotheism. 

From 1911 to 1914 Freud was torn by the defections 
of Carl Jung and Alfred Adler. The first he dismissed more 

ly, although Jung's thinking had a profound influence 
in shaping Freud's ideas, Adler was particularly irritat 
because he accused Freud of omitting the influence of soci 
directives, in fact, of omitting the effect of society alto- 
gether in human adaptation, It therefore became incumbent 
Фа Fread to prove that his frame of reference could ae- 
ount For social relationships, This undertaking was ве, 
sery because in Totem and Taboo he completely ignored 
the problem of what held societies together. He saw each 
individual as a monad in the company of other monads 
who lived “among” but not “with” each other. In Group 
Paychology and the Analysis of the Ego, the relations of 

















































igs to ench other were described in terms of 
the grossest manifestation of which is sexual 
lustrating how this libido worked, Freud 

‘groups, both non-familial hierarchie 

h. This was an unfortunate choi 
1 groups are not prototypes of 
the soil ite of man. Although Freud'a thesis was that 
they operated through love (libido), they really operate on 
the pricple of dominance and sobmiston, obedlence and 
reward, and mutual protection, Freud, however, subsumed 
all these relationships under the concept of libido, But since 
these relationships were in the main utilitarian and not 
amatory, Freud invented the concept of “desexualized 

lo." Friendship between men is aim inhibited, that 
sublinatd Joe, When these love tes are severed, as in 
cases of panic, the group disintegrates. Love bonds however 
do not exist in one single modality: they are mixed wi 
hatred, henee the phenomenon of ambivalence. In addit 
to aim inhibited love and ambivalence, there is another im- 
portant mode of social relationship, effected through the 
agency of a mental mechanism called “identification.” In 
this concept Freud recognizes four modes: (1) the wish 
to take someone's place, (2) to incorporate the object, 
(8) to have the same claim as someone else, (4) to replace 
a lost object by identifying oneself with the lost object, 

In addition, there is the role of conscience, ego-idenl, 
and Inter, super ego. Thus Freud is able to define a primary 
group as one composed of a number of individuals who 
have substituted one and the same object for their ego-ideal 
end have subsequently identifed themselves with one an- 
other in their ego. 

Here at last we begin to have something of a social 

in dynamics that are cor 
ion. Tt attempts to answer the ques 
tion of what holds human beings together in society, T} 
was never asked before, or if it was, the answer 
ally in terms of some instinct or other, for example, 
the herd instinet. Group Paychology and the Analysis of 
the Ego is a much sounder sociological work than Totem 








































































igmund Freud 
and Taboo, It was origi 
evolutionary anthropologists. However Freud was still tied 
to the limitations imposed on him by the instinct theory 
Concepts like “desexunlized libido” do not make semantic 
sense, Libido cannot be the energy of the sexual drive on 
the one hand and then suddenly alter its character and be- 
come desexualized, We do not know of any agency that 
performs such transformations, We must conclude that the 
Vernacular, poor as it is in psychological concepta, never- 
шен тайа Маг йиз brinten lore, alert, ad 
exploitation as modes of human relations than does the 
concept of desexualized libido, neutral energy, and the like. 
‘Terms like these lack descriptive power because they repre- 

‘of the vernacular into the lingo of an 
artificial construct without any empirical basis, It really 
is a verbal trick. The real damage that it does isto prevent 
further investigation and create the illusion of knowl- 


















servient to man and to govern the relations of the constitu- 

ents of society to each other. Culture is a protection to the 

r this protection he is obliged to 

jations. Society has to compensate 
tions and at the same time control 

hostility unleashed by the demands for renunciation. This 

ire process in facilitated by the tendency to incorporate 

‘Through the agency of conscience and 

i for fulfilling the group 





















‘Among those social forces that tend to hold a society 
together is religion, Religion, according to Freud, is 
social illusion used to overcome the individual's feeling of 
helplessness against the forces of nature. By personifying 
the forces of nature into specific entities like deities, man 
acquired technique for, dealing with them, thus puting 
them to some degree under human control. Freud оме 

‘that the techniques advocated by religion to placate or move 
the deity are the very ones that the child learns in order to 











placate his parents and to guarantee for himself their 
Continued solicitude and protection. 

Here Freud reached one of his great insights. While 
considering the methods man used to control, govern, or 
placate the deity, Freud recognized that they were based on 
f prototype of real experience—that of the ehild with hi 
parents, Religion thus can be sen as having a rem 
fable governing function: it tended to regulate relations 
between individuals in society, and served as a protection 
against dangers in the outer world. For the first time, Freud 
describes here the origin of what may be called a projec- 
tive system, that is to say, a system for structuring the 
Outer world and on's zelationa to it in, accordance with a 

ter laid down in an earlier experience during onto- 
Benesis. This ja a powerful idea and one with many wes, 

In The Future of an Illusion Freud was on the brink of 
a new technique for studying the adaptation of man. He 
id not follow through. A new influence shifted him from 
this approach to another one founded upon a revised theory 
of instincts. This shift was occasioned by the fact that 
serious incompatibilites were arising in the operational 
value of some of his assumptions in the libido theory. He 
sought to resolve the difficulty by defining new types of 
instinct: life instincts and death instincts. In addition to 
this, Freud had worked out a topological personality 
scheme consisting ofthe id, the ego, and the superego. 

is new reflections on culture were embodied in Civiliza- 
tion and Its Discontents, In this work Freud tries to answer 
the question of how culture influences the instinctual en- 
dowment of man, Obviously, instincts must be controlled 
order for society to exist. According to Freud, they are 
‘absorbed into what are called character traits, As an illus 
tration he cites thrift, cleanliness, and orderliness, “How 
happens, we do not know,” he says, but he does note 
that orderliness and cleanliness are cultural demands. Here 
we note the paradox in Freud's theoretical ‘The 
transformation of instincts into character traits was one of 
the assumptions of the libido theory, but now he notes 
that cleanliness and orderliness are cultural directives, the 














































Sigmund Freud зт 
origin or evolution of which we do not know. Cleanliness, in 
the second view, is seen as an acquiescence to a cultural 
demand, ‘This is the point of view of common sense. But 
Freud insists at the same time that character traits are 
“sublimations” of instinctual energy. In the end, cultural 











directives remain outside the theory. This was one of the 
consequences of the libido theory. 
Unfortunately Freud sought explanations of the origins 







curbing of instinct in order to permit 
the society to function effectively. The rst method of con- 
trol that he identifies (but never defines) is “desexunliza- 
tion.” Secondly, he notes that culture sets restrictions on 
sex life in the form of incest taboos and monogamy. Freud 
‘assumed, incorrectly, that these restrictions are universal. 
‘The whole formula on which culture operates is one in 
which the quantitative disposition of instinctual energy is 
‘the chief factor. Then the formula must work out in such 
a way that society or culture is antagonistic to, or opposes, 
On restricts the individual. 

‘This restriction operates chiefly on the sexual and ag- 
gressive instincts. Aggression is considered an instinct on 
ft par withthe sexual drive in the sense that it seks sti 
faction. Society erecta barriers against this satisfaction 
the form of identifications, desexualized love relationships, 
restrictions on sex life, and the command to love one 
neighbor, In exchange for the renunciation of aggre 
the individual secures some measure of social protection. 
‘This formulation of Freud's concerning the eternal struggle 
between life and death instincts has had great vogue, par- 
ticularly among those who think of society in terms of 
ideologies, slogans, and formulas, but who tend to avo 
all empiricism. 

Motes and onotheiom was Freud's lest sociologien! 

. For the greater part it is a reafirmation of the 

in Totem and Taboo. For all practical pur- 

es fscusted above contain Tred’ major 
Fererycostributons tothe fetal sciences 






























Freud's work in the social sciences suffered from the 
incorporation of two false assumptions, both of which have 
en discussed: the aseumption that ontogeny recapitulates 

logeny in cultural evolution, and the assumption that 

the guide to all psychological processes, By con- 
g on the problem of instincts Freud exposed 
himself to the dangers that go with identifying instincts 
by qualitative criteria, thus ignoring the systems of action 
by which instinets are carried out, Moreover, as time went 
on the instincts beenme anthropomorphired and took over 
tes of the entire personality. This was due largely 
То фе ше оГ шайло mot aa a structural concept but as an 
energic concept. The instinct drew its energy from phylo- 
genetic sources, was capable of being transformed (accord- 
ing to the principle of the conservation of energy), of 
being moved around from one object to another (displace- 
ability), and was capable of desexualization. In the use 
of instinct as an energie concept Freud unwittingly 
nored the central co-ordinating apparatus that he had 
posited in his early works and in the Interpretation of 
Dreams. The so-called ego was squeezed out of the frame 
of reference and all adaptive contact of ego with the ex- 
ternal world was thus ruptured. 

What were the practical consequences of the anthro- 
pomorphism of instincts? Mainly, that cultural condi 
although recognized, had an extraterritori 
respect to theory. One example mi 
analysis, Anal character traits, according to Freud, are 
arrived at by a process of sublimation of libido, ‘These 
traits are: thrift, cleanliness, and orderliness. But Freud 
also recognized that these traits 
Either cleanliness is a form of compliance or it is a sublima- 
tion of energy—it cannot be both. One has to be sacrificed, 
Freud sacrificed the contact of the ego with cultural de: 
mands and thus could arrive at the meaning of eulture only 
through the concept of instinct, 

‘This is precisely what happened. He accounted for cul- 
ture on the basis of the vicinitudes of two instincts, 1 
and death, and their eternal struggle against each other, 
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е God and the devil for the soul of Faust. Social evolu- 
and error of improvised patterns of human 
and the survival of the most expedi 
they enhance the ada 
jettisoned. The ego lost all 
ment, leaving the responsibility for man's survival to the 
barriers erected against the satisfaction of the doath 
instinct. 

"These later ideas of Freud have proved to be of little 
tus Teng fr the most past tautology they be noe 

lanatory value, and as guides to action they have no prag- 
ве уйш. Нот ean man dea! with the дем instinct? 
or the Eros? Man would be powerless in the face of a capri- 
cious struggle between so-called life and death fores, TE 
is safe to say that no idea will ever be of use to man that 
takes the responsibility for his fate completely out of his 
own hands, He stands a much better chance with religion. 
AE least he can pray. 

Human suffering must be seen as resulting from failures 
in individual and cultural adaptation. To blame human 
suffering on an inborn death instinct, or to explain it as 
a satisfaction of the need for punishment and pain, is to 
further human helplessness and to encourage every form of 
social opportunism and oppression. 





























THE INFLUENCE OF PSYCHODYNAMICS 


ON THE STUDY OF CULTURE 


ARADOXIOALEY, Jt is Freud's early work in the field 
of individual psychology, and not hs later sociological 
, that contains something of value for the к 
jentist, He deseribed a psychodynamic system in whic 
reactions of the individual to the problems of adapta- 
tion can be recorded. Tt became possible, therefore, to relate 
the conditions under which ontogenesis takes place to the 
end product thet is, to the character of the individual, or 

his neurosis. 

Instead of making use of this verifiable procedure, most 
sociologically minded followers of Freud have attempted to 
use some part or combination of Freud's instinct theories. 

Tt may come as a surprise to some to learn that there are 
several major “schools” in modern psychodynamies, with 
widely divergent points of view. Even the social scientists 
often overlook these differences and group the 
proaches under the single headings of * 
chonnalytie” Paychodynamies 
method, any more than is “cultural anthropology,” oF “ao 
cial psychology.” Since there is no uniformity of theory and 
method in pıychodynamics, there can be no uniformity of 

alts in its application to the study of culture, Tt i nec 
sary, therefore, to distinguish several prychodynamie 
Cedars that have ben employed nthe fad, 9" 

First, there is the Freudian concept that employs the 
Lamarckian idea that acquired characteristics of the indi- 
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vidual can be genetically transmitted to offspring. The ger 
eral assumption that what is unconscious in contempora 
man was conscious in primitive man is derived from this 
concept. Tt led to tho theory that the Oedipus complex 
originated with primal parricide, that the “latency period” 
in the individual is a recapitulation of the ice age, that the 
Eucharist is ition of the e totemic feast, and 
that infantile phobias are repetitions of totemism. 

‘These ideas of Freud have been given publicity by Geza 
Roheim and Theodor Reik, and more recently, by Warner 
Muensterberger and George Devereaux. They are ex- 
trapolations of a questionable assumption and are of no 
empirical value. As explanations, they are more suited to 
the Jungian system of archetypes than to Freud's over-all 
































fof psychodynamic thought has Freud's 
libido theory as a central idea. Attempts have been made to 
employ this theory as a schema of social evolution. Freud 
himself never made serious use of this application, but later 
writers, notably Geza Roheim, have made ambitious efforts 
to do so. 

Roheim has used at least two versions of the libido theory 
in attempts to explain cultural phenomena, In his early 
work he tried to follow Freud directly by uncovering 
Oedipus and castration complexes in all cultures. The con- 
cept of adaptation—of a culture to the external environ- 
‘ment, or of the individual to cultural demands—did not 
enter the picture, In 1960 (in Peychoanalyeis and Anthro- 
pology) Roheim made some concessions to the adaptational 

int of view and discussed cultures as separate entities, 
with different problems of adaptation. He disavowed the 
theory of primal parricide and rejected certain applications 
of the libido theory. He took instead Melanie Klein's re- 
visions of the libido theory as his gui is 
scheme included her idea that some of the fantasies of 
Schizophrenie children represent normal stages of onto- 
genetic development. In this revised approach culture was 
Considered to be a projection of the stages of ontogenetic 
development, with all its reality distortion. 























‘To illustrate the confusions and incor 
Roheim's theories accommodate, his anal 
‘Australians can be cited. Roheim finds that these people 
are “genital” in their behavior because they had no oral 
frustrations in early life. On the other hand he finds that 
they have body-destruction fantasies, which he finds in folk 
tales in which parents devour their ch 
heim, is confirmation of Melanie Klein's body-destruction 
fantasies as a normal stage of development. Roheim refuses 
to relate these myths to the fact that when famine strikes 
this culture, the people kill and devour their children. The 
children know that in the event of famine the youngest 
child is sacrificed fist, the third youngest next, then the 
fifth youngest, and so on. For Roheim, this reality ap- 
parently has nothing to do with the folklore. He posits, in- 
Stead, a body-destruction fantasy which has never been 
demonstrated to exist except in schizophrenic and ex- 
tremely deprived children. 

‘This example, one of many that could be taken from Ro- 
heim’s work, reveals how dangerous it is to extrapolate 
from assumptions that are faulty. 

‘The energie aspect of the libido theory has also been ap- 
plied to an explanation of social phenomena. As clinical 
phenomena were seen as transformations of sexual energies, 

phenomena, such as friendship and co-opera- 
In this scheme friendship was seen as a manifestation 
of desexualized libido, Since it is impossible to conceive of 
an apparatus that can accomplish such transfor 
h ‘explanatory value, Tt fail 
tion the conditions under which human beings do or 
do not co-operate in a society, and it cannot account for 
‘what happens when co-operation fails, ‘These are the crucial 
issues. 

Erik Erikson pays lip service to the concept of “libidin= 
‘ous energies,” but actually takes the energie concepts out 
of the libido theory. He proposes that the body orifices or 
organs are the sources of experiences which form the cog 
tive basis for certain concepts and attitudes in the in 
vidual's life, In Freudian theory these organs are 


istencies that 
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considered to be the foci for the distribution of libidinous 
energies. In Erikson’s conception, we no longer hear of 
character being formed through ‘the transformations of 
anal and oral erotism, Instead, the ex of eating 
and evacuating become in themselves 
of certain attitudes, such as incorporation, retention, and 
‘expulsion, Tt should be noted that this idea was first pro- 
by Franz Alexander in 1024 and restated with modi- 
ications by Sandor Rado and Abram Kardiner in 1068, 
Erikson’s work represents an escape from the severe 
striction placed on, empirical investigation by the libido 
theory, but it is limited as a method for tracing the impact 
of social institutions on human behavior, It does not offer 
ıa technique for the study of culture and history. Except for 
the modification of the libido theory as an ontogenetic 
scheme, Erikson’ work is a continuation of Roheiw's, In 
his practical applications he makes « feeble case for the 
Sioux, and none at all for the Yurok, 

Freud's second version of instinct theory, which posited 
an autonomy of life and death instincts, has been hailed by 
Some writers as a liberating insight for the social sciences. 
Herbert Marcuse, in particular, has been impressed by 
this view of cultural dynamics." We cannot share 
enthusiasm. 

The so-called culturalist schools of psychodynamics rep- 
resented by such writers as Harry Stack Sullivan, Karen 
Horney, and Erich Fromm, have not produced any endur- 
ing contributions to the social sciences, Although Fromm 
has devoted almost exclusive attention to this field, he has 
not presented a statement of principles nor has he suggested 
any techniques for the systematic investigation of cultural 
data, ‘The supposed of Frommn's “Escape 
trom Freedom”, thesis are not baud on any copied 
system of paychodynamies, Тһе conception of masochism 
fer iv onsen amet igen eel 
{s a belletristic conception introduced by Horney. In the 
end, Fromms ideas can be extracted from a mixture of 
Martin Buber and Zen Buddhism, and as such, are in prin- 

5 Marcuse, Herbert, Bror ond Civülaation. 





















































faithful following. 

In addition to these different efforts of the psycho- 
analysts mentioned above, workers from other fields have 
attempted to apply a knowledge of Freudian psychology 
to the study of culture. The result, as with sts, 

usually a translation of clear and simple propositions into 
a confused and complicated prychoanalytic jargon. The 
translation of known relationships into abstract constructs 
serves only to please the obscurantists and penalizes the 
student who is making a genuine effort to learn something. 

‘The Freudian psychology was eventually subjected to a 
new synthesis by members of the faculty of the Columbia 
University Psychoanalytic Clinic, notably Sandor Rado, 
Abram Kardiner, and David M. Levy. This new synthesis 
‘emphasized the adaptational rather than the instinctual as- 
рес of Freudian theory. Redo concentrated on the general 
theory of neuroses, Levy on childhood disorders and ex- 
perimental psychology, and Kardiner on the uses of adapta- 
tional psychodynamies in the social sciences. 

Kardiner’s use of psychodynamies in anthropology can 
be distinguished from other psychodynamic procedures by 
the following tenets: 

1, Social evolution has not followed а unilinear course. 
Hence each society must be studied as an entity in itself. 
In this, he agrees with Malinowski and the functionalists, 

2. In order to understand the institutions of a society 
an attempt must be made to reconstruct the problems of 
‘adaptation the society has faced. It is recognized that there 
‘are many ways of solving the same social problem; in some 
communities where there is starvation and the populati 
‘must be limited, the problem is solved by female infanticide, 
in others, by eating children, 

8, Social institutions are the patterned relationships 
which accommodate the individual to the human and na- 
tural environment. 

‘4. The success or failure of social patterning 
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of gonvajunce Phe extreme relativista, who hold that in 
social patterning anything goes, are in error. There is a 
penalty for bad social patterning the eects on the human 
nit are disastrous, and the entire culture lo put in Jeopardy 
sooner or later. 

5, Freud's methods of investigation can be used to relate 
social institutions to the individual and his genetic in- 
heritance. The result of this interaction is not stereotyped, 
but falls within a fixed ambit of variations, known as 
personal character, The individuals of a society in their in- 
teraction create new institutions, some which promote co-op- 
eration and others which stimulate anxiety and rage. 
success or failure of ty depends on a balance in favor 
of the former. 

‘The techniques that were developed inthis new applica- 
tion of psychodynamies to anthropological data resulted in 
the acquisition of three related bodies of knowledge: (1) 
a description of the homeostatic processes that operate in 
society, (2) a description of the “asic personality” that 
results from the particular homeostatic patterns of society, 
(8) « description of the dynamics of culture change. Ma- 
terial from studies in the Marquesan, Alorese, and’ Euro- 
pean cultures will serve to illustrate the kind of information 
that can be derived from these three areas of investigation. 

Та Marquesas, a Polynesian island culture in the central 
Pacific, periodic starvation because of severe droughts con- 
stituted the chief problem in social adaptation, "The Mar- 
фени де with the problem of a limited food supply by 
the expedient of female infanticide. They did not Kill fe- 
male infants themselves; the children were simply exposed 
to marauding tribes who did the job for them. The destruc- 

































tion of these potential child-bearers served as an effeetive 
control over population growth, keeping the pop 
within the limits of the available food supply. In this si 
solution to a basic survival problem we have a gross illus 





tration of social homeostasis, or adaptation. 
In any homeostatic process the solution of one problem 
poses derivative problems. In Marquesas the control of 


ation by female infanticide created an excess of men 
bre women inte rt of abut fe fo to, and his di 
ancy created an inequitable distribution of sexual op- 
Fortuny. The obvious solute to the problem “ы 
lyandry, a marriage institution which permits a woman 

Xo have two or more husbands. Thin was not һа ideal situ 
tion, but under the circumstances it was probably the be 
‘This necessary compromise had important effects on the 
attitudes and behavior of the Marquesans, beginning in 
Intaney. ven in a monogamous family setup the woman 
has the problem of equitably dividing her time and attention 
between her husband and her children. With several hus- 

bands to satisfy, the problem 

childrèn, especially, suffer directly from 
since their needs are more pressing and unalterable. Fras 
tration, fear, and anxiety among children were inevitable 
consequences in Marquesas where the mother spent most of 
her time with her several husbands, and, when not with 
hem, at the local version of the beauty shop maintaining 
the conditions of her status and prestige. ‘This maternal 
neglect was partially offset in Marquesas by the attention 
shown the children by the chief husband, secondary hus- 
‘tention was enough to 





























and taboos. Tt could not, however, provide the emotional 
security and affection that is assocjated with a devoted 
mother-child relationship, 

‘The husbands, too, suffer from female neglect in Mı 
Jusas, However, for them this was а condition to whic 

ey had been forced to adapt since childhood the destruc- 
tive manifestations of this neglect were better disguised. 
Jealousy among the men, for example, was suppressed in 
the interest of socially productive co-operation. Tt emerged 
only when the men were drunk. Alo, the men turned to 
each other for a sense of social solidarity and identification, 
and joined at times in a united front against the women 
in the form of certain ceremonial taboos. Beneath the for- 
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mality of these taboos lay a commonly shared hatred of 

‘The most convincing evidence of the animosity toward 
women in this society is to be found in Marquesan legends 
tnd folk tl, In, thse tle women are commonly repre: 
sented as wicked, heartless exploiters; they are portrayed 
as cannibals, seductresses of innocent young men, and Tob- 
bers of children’s food. In the fantasies of their folklore 
the Marquesans expressed a fear and hatred of women that 
to a large extent had to be suppressed in real life, 

Viewed as isolated traits, some of the by-products of 
parental indifference in Marquesas have a positive con- 
notation. Lack of care implies lack of restriction, and iı 

















ies. Marquesan culture also fostered 
a high degree of independence and precocity, due to the 
absence of dependency ties and restrictive injunctions, The 
arly cultural relativists might have cited such evidence as 
ап argument for introducing parental neglect jn modern 
Western culture as an antidote to sexual impotency and 
crippling dependency, but they would have been guilty of 
ignoring the unique homeostatic pattern in which these 
cultural traits had a specific significance. 

In Marquesas the food scarcity, the institution of poly- 
andry, and the relative absence of basie disciplines in 
childhood constituted the main primary influences in the 
development of the individual members of that society. The 
effects of these social influences could be observed in the 
general personality make-up of the Marquesans, as de- 
scribed by the ethnographer. In addition, the entire insti- 
tutonlized fabric of this nity could be ena reflecting, 
complementing, and expressing the basic perso 
Marquevans, In this frame of reference Ве в 
ions of Marquesas did not appear as fortuitous, or evolved, 
or borrowed patterns of cultural behavior, but rather as 
specific implements of human adaptation within unique 
homeostatic pattern. 












"The Marquesan study suggested a method and « frame 
of reference with which to study the effects of spec 
institutions on the init members of a society. Tt 

med up the possibility of er 
e atructure and dynamics of he 
“Thus from the start, the application of adaptational psy- 
chodynamics to cultural data was devoted to a practical 
‘end—social survival and human happiness, 

‘A thorough and systematic attempt to use psychody- 
namic techniques in anthropology began in 1986, with the 
participation of Cora DuBois, After a preliminary attempt 
E тог with existing ethnograpies (Rrobriand Islands 
Chuchehee, Zani) it became clear that the data would not 
yield the information necessary for a systematic psycho- 
dynamic analysis. It was decided, therefore, to initiate a 
field expedition designed to meet the methodological specifi- 
cations of ап approach that would furnish information 
‘bout social adaptation, as effected through the lives of the 
individual members of society. 

Tn 1987 DuBois departed for the island of Alor in the 
Netherlands East Indies with these general aims in mind: 





















tions of the Alor culture, (2) To participate actively 
the life of the culture, (8) ‘To document the biographies 
dual members of the culture, using such psycho- 
criteria as dreams and fantasies, (4) To ad- 
ler Rorschach and intelligence tests to selected 
iduals, 
‘The study of Alor that resulted from this expedition il- 
lustrates, above all, the importance of “indirect evidence” 
i clue ead бос ht ons be frond anê eral 
‘ated only with the help of experts trained in peyel 
улаш ће юе) канан needa the prychologit for 
‘the simple reason that human adaptation involves the oper- 
ın of processes which cannot be identified in the conscious 
f man. Ethnographical data cannot be taken solely 
ay more than can the conscious produc- 
tions of the individual mind. The observer must be trained 
to look beneath the surface of social institutions, and attempt 
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to discern the relationships that exist between social pres- 
sures and the integration of the individual. Some highlights 
from the Alor study illustrate the nature of these relati 





ships. 
Ta Alor the vegetable food supply i controlled by the 
woman, while the ment supply is controlled by the man. On 
this may not appear to be a eritieal or even 
particularly significant feature of this culture. But then a 
What happens tothe mother’ infant ei 
iren while she is in the fields tending the vegetable crop? 
‘The answer is that they are left back in the village, usually 
in the care of a reluctant older sibling, or a grandparent. 
Maternal neglect, because of the particular division of 
labor in this culture, is a persistent influence during the 
critical and formative years of Alorese children. Further 
observations reveal some of the corollaries of this condition: 
throughout childhood. 
‘unsystematic and sporadic, 
even in such basic activities аз walking, talking, and 
sphincter control. Conformity to parental demands does not 
‘guarantee rewards. Punishment for misbehavior is i 
sistent and eapricious—behavior which brings approval on 
‘one oceasion may just as well bring punishment on another. 
‘The over-all treatment of children in Alor ean be char- 
‘acterized as one of neglect and inconsistency. From studies 
in our own society one would suspect that these conditions 
would produce serious integrative disorders in the individ 
ual. The biographies and psychological tests of individual 
Alorese confirm this suspicion. ‘The Alorese are st 
rmistrustfal, and anxious. Th 
esteem. They are fearful and unaggressive, but prey on th 
nd chicanery. They 















































fare unable to 
Based on voluntary interest, hey have a y 
to master or enjoy the outer world. The appearance of 
hese traits as the common inheritance of the Alorese d 

not surprise us, knowing what we do about the early experi 
fences of these’ people with their parents and the enri- 
ronment. What is more interesting, however, and what 








constitutes a real addition to our knowledge of cultural 
processes, is the observation that these traits are reflected 
Throughout the entire social structure of the culture. 

Tn the folklore and religion of Alor we note themes and 
motifs directly related to the life experiences and character 
traits of the Alorese, In their folklore the most common 
motif is parental frustration and hatred, Ta one tale, for 
example, a child is told by his mother to fetch some water 
With a water tube which she has deliberately punctured at 
the bottom. While the child is vainly attempting to fll the 
tube the parents abandon him. Years late, at his marriage 
feast, the parents reappear and are presented with food 
tubes filled with feces. 

In their religion there is no idealization of the deity. The 
deity has no great power for beneficence and is therefore 
not placated in th tion of rewards and benefits. 
Sacrifices to the deity are offered reluctantly and gradg- 
ingly, and then only in emergencies. There is no concept of 
forgiveness and no storing up of virtue as a form of insur- 
ance. The only comforting theme that appears in Alorese 
religion, myth, and folklore concerns supernatural Good 
Beings who bestow favors eapriciously and without solicita- 
tion, They are, significantly enough, always total strangers 
to those whom they help. 

‘The underlying tone in Alor religion and folklore is one 
of severely constricted affectivity. Considerations concern- 
ing the formal structure of these institutions, their origin, 
evolution, and diffusion, are of secondary importance in 
our efforts to find out how this culture functions, “The cor- 
relation between the early strangul 
the individual and the impoverished nat 
ized religion and folklore should lay to rest once and for all 
the iden that, institutions interact with each other 
superorganie level and without reference to human indi 

Once we have reached these central i 
many seemingly i this culture take 
on meaningful and significant relationships. This applies 
to individual traits, such as the tendency to collapse and 















































ights about Alor, 
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wait for death in the event of any kind of illness, and it 
prie to гоо institutions, such а (йе одоно 
system which greatly exaggerates the importance of status 
fd wealth, Im the fst example we recognize the Alore 
conviction that one can expect only the worst from life, and 
in the second we recognize a frantic and desperate effort to 
bolster self-esteem. 


















, When all the individual traits which the Alorese share 
in common ax 

imprint of 

noted, hower ‘Alorese who will how 


exactly the ividual has a specific and 
unique combination of traits which we call individua? char- 
acter, But all these indi it i 





structure,” “national character,” or “mo 
ity.” 

‘The study of personality, as illustrated by the Alor 
study, is important because the personality structure of the 
individual is a critical factor in social homeostasis. Society 





is not an organism, so the term homeostasis is used meta= 





tained in society by the capacities of 
co-operate and share common interests, S 
is vested in the kinds of human 
study of personality in culture 
to indicate how effectively a society is functioning. 
Anthropology offers the source material for the demon- 
stration of the effectiveness of one type of social patterning 
as compared with another, When the data and analysis of 
Alor were compared with similar studies of Marquesas, 
Comanche, Pla » and Tanala, a useful method 
for the study of contrasts in social patterning emerged. 
‘The study of Alor represented an important verification 
of the hypothesis first stated in The Individual and His 
Society (1980). Te remains to this day the most complete 
collection of data gathered for this purpose. Tt was con- 
ary experiment in which three 

















collaborators—Cora DuBois, an_anthropolo 
Oberholzer, a psychologist, and Abram Kardiner, 
atrist--contributed to the collection and anal 
data, 

The frst step of the experiment was a study of the 
ийиш, тоге and folklore of Alor, on the basis of 
which a hypothesis was formulated concerning the impact 
Of the institutions on ontogenetic development. The second 
step was a test of this hypothesis by the study and analysis 
of the eight native biographies that had been secured by 
the ethnographer through extensive life history interviews. 
‘The third. step was a comparison of the results of the 
psychodynamic analyses of the eight biographical subjects 
With the results of the psychologists study of thirty-eight 
Rorschach protocols and a collection of children’s draw- 
ings. Kardiner and Oberholzer conducted their studies of 
DuBois’ data independently and did not know of each 
other's conclusions until each study was completed. ‘The 
Corseponenee ofthe results of thee two methods of anc 
alysis was remarkably high, and quite beyond the range 
of chance. 

‘The institutional setup in Alor indicated that it would 
create a serious interference with normal integrative prey 

"This was due to a lack of 
e during the formative Years 
effects of this depriv 
were traceable both in the individual characters and 
the character traits common to all Alorese, In a 
the effects of this deprivation were observable in the "vee 
ondary institution" of Alor, such os religion, art, end 

"The traits of the Aloreseindividunl and culture 
flected, above al, the emotional constri 
ual, with the resulting secondary imp 
functions, Tn some instances the combination of character 
traits was beyond the emphatic understanding of a West 
emer? Tt seemed incredible that a society could survive 


Sen, tor example, the biography of Loman, The Payehologient Frontiere 
on Boy, ie. 
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whose institutions created such a severe degree of wide- 
spread emotional constriction. ee 

‘The technique for cultural investigation that was de- 
veloped in the study of Alor did not provide all the infor- 
mation we would like to have about a society, but it di 
reveal the limitations of the functional methods in anthro- 
pology. ‘There is no way of relating institutions to each 
‘other, whether by the conceptual agency of the “super 
organic,” or by analogies with characterological types 
(culture patterns), or by any other arbitrary system. The 
functioning of a society depends on the social arrangement 
necessary to insure co-operation in dealing with the envi- 
ronment, on the impact of this arrangement on the integra 
tive processes of the human unit, and on the institutions 
created by the members of society in response to the ada 
tive problems associated with a particular process of in 
vidual integration. The human unit is the variable that 
makes a functional analysis of cultural institutions 
possible. 

‘Any investigative technique in the social sciences that 
is based on psychodynamies has the human unit at the oen- 
ter of the inquiry. The diferent approaches, however, 

ield very different results, Erikson’s work begins with 
‘the identification of Gestalten associated with the slimen- 







































tary experiences of the mouth and anus—ingestive, re- 





quite dierent from Freud's conception of the deri 
Of character traits by the transformations of libido. Eri 
son is on much sounder ground hy deriving these Gestalten 
‘on the basis of congnition, rather than. on the basis of 
instinctual energies and their transformations. His limited 
in his analysis, however, to the identification and extrapol- 
ation of such Gestalten ns bear some superficial resemblance 
to one of the institutions found in a given society. With 
the Sioux, for example, Erikson featured in his analysis 
the prolonged nursing period and the hostility of the child 
toward the mother which began with the long-delayed 

















weaning period. The guilt that resulted over this hostility 
was the motivation behind those institutions associated 
with self-inflicted injury to the breast, When this kind of 
textrapolative procedure was applied to the Yurok it yielded 
even les information than with the Sioux. 

“Except for the translation of the bodily orifices into cog- 
nitive instead of energie terms, Erikson’s procedure is the 
fame as that used by Roheim, who spenks of the “projec- 
tion on the outer world of an arrest of a stage of develop- 
ment,” Roheim never made clear what the arrest of devel- 
opment consisted of, nor how it affected the subsequent 
development of the individual and the culture. 

"The analysis of Alor, by contrast, started with the 
tutional patterns, the origins of which we do not know, 
‘This pattern involved an unusual division of labor whic 
deprived the child of maternal care. 
tion which seriously affected the entire integrative proce 
of the individual. There is an arrest of development, but 
this arrest is not a function of any particular bodily ‘zone 
or the instinctual energies clustered around it. It is a di 
rupted configuration of integrative processes, both with 
respect to the self and the outer world, which resulted from 
the condition of parental neglect. The end products of di 
Зоне integrative patterns are apparent to one trai 
‘and experienced in peychodynamics. ‘The adaptive value 
of the resulting integrative end products are the same 
‘whether they take place in New York or in Alor. ‘Their 
adaptive value is low and so is the gratification they can 
yield. Hence the pleasure function also becomes disordered 
‘and loves its homeostatic value, ‘The world becomes a dis- 

emotions fail to develop. The 
‘only emotions left to mediate between the organism and its 
environment are fear and rage—the inevitable consequences 
of defective or collapsing adaptive patterns 

‘The common error made by those without psychodynamic 

ing who employ psychological concepts in cultural 
that they fail to identify the kind of influences 
which interfere with the creation of effective integrati 
patterns of adaptation, ‘Thus Gorer and Mead identified 
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infant swaddling as being responsible for the Russian 
character, without any evidence that swaddling does any- 
thing to ‘interfere permanently with the development of 
effective integrative patterns, The decision that a given 
factor operates in a damaging way must be based on many 
sources of information, be 

formed integrative pattern to oper ту aspect of 
adaptation. {n Alor, for example, the evidence Ut mae 
ternal neglect was the damaging factor came from: (1) di- 
rect observation, (2) folklore, (8) religion, (4) biogra- 
phies. The origins of some character traits in Alor were 
understood only with great dificulty; for example, the 
tendeney to give up easily and surrender, the absence of 
depression, 'and the low order of artistic capacity. ‘The 
Jack of art seemed to be the result of preoccupation wi 
inner tensions and an effort to exclude the external environ- 
iment, hence the failure to idealize anything outside the self, 
‘The absence of depression appeared to be related to the 
failure to develop aggression and conscience patterns; the 
collapse in the face of adversity occurred in place of 

pression. 

‘The importance of the technique employed in the Alor 
study lies in the fact that it ean identify the effects of soca 
patterning on the human unit. Such information 
be secured by any of the extrapolative procedures de 
from the libido theory, the dual instinct the 
son's modifications of the libido theory. 

Unfortunately, this particular 
sonality investigation in anthropology hes ground to'a hal 
One of the main reasons is that this approach requires an 
expert knowledge of psychodynamics. This imposes a severe 
restriction on the recruitment of workers and collaborators, 
Another reason is that this work i 
paychodynamies of another discipline (anthropology). 
‘Academic resistance can be a powerful deterrent. Sooner or 
later, however, we are confident that these obstacles will 
be overcome, for the simple reason that if man is to sur 
in the modern world he must learn how society works. Man 
has probably reached the stage where organic evol 




























































no longer a factor in adaptation. Man is now in a postion 
‘where he can practically remake the natural environment 
According to his bodily needs. Tt is now social evolution 
which will determine man’s fate, Unfortunately, patterns 
Of social co-operation carry no guarantees of success, One 

stern will be successful under one set of conditions and 
fail under another. No society has a permanent tenure, 








‘especially those that are subject to constant change. Man 
must be given ever tunity to exploit the limited 
Power he has to i 






resent the only opportunity 
for the study of widely differing social patterns and the ex- 
tent to which they meet the adaptive needs of man with 
varying degrees of success, The most instructive for us are 
those whose social patterns differ in marked degree from 
cour on. However, the acculturation of these groups to 
modern culture is proceeding so rapidly that before long. 
Wwe will be deprived of the opportunity to do comparative 
‘cultural studies. ‘Phere is no time to lose 


‘Existing primitive culture 
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A an ansann of the unefulnese ө руб. 
dynamics in identifying the dynamics of culture 
change, we want to attempt an explanation of how the 
Scientific interest in man and culture happened to deve 

n о оао pHa i бите 
in the study of history and culture with the aid of some 
knowledge of human motivations. It is a good example of 
the effects a change of social institutions can have on emo- 
tional patterns. 

When one speaks of political or social changes in aso- 
айу ое тиш. еш 1 шї шї pet шшш he 
changes in the expectation of certain benefits, and that 
these changes did in fact have an effect on man, although 
evap not the ae as those anticipated, Change ena 

foisted upon man as a result of changes in the natural 
environment, or it ean be forced on him by other men, In 

e, man will react to change in a definite way 
med to respond by atleast two identifiable factors: 
(1) his inherent nature, and (2) the immediate basis of his 
resent expectation 

Tt is one of the features of so-called primitive societies 
that when tho environment is stable, and contacts with other 
cultures limited, they tend not to chango, at Теш} not vith 
any appreciable speed. But from jts very inception West- 
ЖАЙ has been given ta шашлы Тр кын 
at times with explosive speed. ТЕ is therefore very diff- 
cult to take one period like the nineteenth century and in- 
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sulate it from its past, particularly when some of the factors 
active at this period ean be identified as having a continuity 
from the twelfth century on. We cannot therefore talk of 
things in the nineteenth century apart from the time that 
preceded it and that which followed i, 

‘The transition from the feudal to the modern ethos has 
been described by many schol pion hat мәге 
cently attracted some attention is the one by Erich Fromm, 
Hi thei that there wna no freedom in the Middle Ago 
‘that when freedom was finally achieved the burdens of man 
ultimately became too great to maintain it and so man de- 
cided to escape from freedom. 

"This is an interesting thesis, But we 
what freedom is, Fromm tries to define it in terms of free- 
dom to something and freedom from something but there 
inno absolute definition of freedom—to or from—except in 
terms of existing values, choices, opportunities, and avail- 
able forms of security. Tf we consider these strictures, then 
we cannot complain of the fact that there was no freedom 
in the Middle Ages any more than we can complain that 
there was no electricity or express trains, The concept free- 
dom acquired meaning only after a new order of social ma- 
chinery came into existence—an order that created new 
goals, new values, and new types of security. Nothing can 
фе considered a restriction of freedom that does not inter- 
fere with the access to opportunities that exist. One cannot 
talk of freedom in relation to nonexisting opportunities or 
with reference to those created centuries later. 

From this illustration we ean conclude that we are much 
safer talking about social machinery—to use a metaphoric 
expression—and evaluating its effects on man, than in talk- 
ing about freedom, which isa derivative of these effects. 
alt oil machinery? Te consists ofthe puters of 

uman relationships for the purposes of ration, and 

the instrumental ed to eet them, Ror example, the 

social machinery for manufacturing articles for human use 
requires a definite kind of social organization, which 

quite different from that required by the feudal organiza- 

. The goal of feudalism was not to create anything, but 

to defend status and property, One's status in the feudal 












































History, Prgchology, Culture зю 


system wasto a large extent—defined by birth; in the 
social organization for manufacture it was decided by en 
terprise and inventiveness 

When we attempt in our study of society to take the 
human unit into our frame of reference we are merely rec- 
ogmizing the fact that man reacts to is different external 
environments so that he feels differently about them and 
Aout hime in relation to thn. Some giv him ase af 
Pride; others depre teem. Each patterning pro- 
Fides diferent gonn, directiven and values. When we study 
culture we are studying all of these things, and when we 
study history we are studying culture in motion over a span 
of time, 

When we try to answer a topical question like, Why were 
the people of the nineteenth century interested in the study 
‘of man? we ean only attempt an answer in very general 
terms and in probabilities. Everyone is in general agree- 
ment that such interest “caught on” because it had a ear- 
ing on the life of the times. One could also ask why Socrates 
жаз so interested in problems of human relations. It is 
highly likely that this interest was not purely academic 
and that the people of Socrates’ times were interested 
the subject because human relations were making trouble. 

‘What was there about nineteenth-oentury culture that 
made a theory of evolution spread like wildfire over the 
Western world, that gave special interest to the study of 
primitive man, and stimulated the birth of a new discipline 
split off from the long tradition of philosophy—namely 
Psychology? 

Wo can get some clues from the King-and-battle his- 
torians, from the economists, and from the historians of 
ideologies, ‘The nineteenth century was ushered in by the 
Napoleonic wars. For twenty-five years, until 1818, Europe 
was in a social, political, and ideological revolution, Some 
Phases of this rovolation ended in 1816 with the defent of 
Napoleon. A period of “peace” and creativity was ushe 
in, known generaly as the Industrial Revolution. There was 
‘ao a gront ideological and artistic ferment beginning 
around 1770 and contis 1850, commonly known 
эз the Romantic Movement, 










































Jacques Barzun has described the transition from 
Classicism to Romanticism from a cultural and adaptational 
point of view in his book, Romanticiom and the Mod- 
frm Ego, He makes it clear that there was nothing for- 
tuitous about these two art forms. Each was the expression 
of « particular social ethos. ‘The Classical was w mode in- 

sted in the last flush of feudalism —a declining order that 
believed it had a tenure in perpetuity i ic 
the emotional accompaniment cf a violent upheaval in the 
social order. 

‘The high prosperity of the age of Louis xv was not 
created by the aristocracy; it was created by the merchant 
class. The political power of the merchant class, although 
not manifest, was very great. But such is the power of 
prestige that the prosperous bourgeoisie imitated the dying 
feuda! caste. According to Barzun, the culture of the feudal 
easte was codified in principles, attitudes, and conventions, 
Tt produced the illusion of stability in the order of things. 
Te emphasized fixity, grandeur, dignity, authority, and 
high polish. ‘These values were not the creation of man’s 
judgment, which is fallible and changeable, but were 
rooted in the order of the universe, as the exact sciences 
of the time were demonstrating, ‘The fixity of this order 
wns determined by reason, and not emotion. Hence intel~ 

igence and discipline, renunciations of private desire and 
impulse, solidarity within a fixed social hierarchy, and 

ilious behavior toward members of one’s own caste— 
all these became cherished values, Toward everything ele 
there was a systematically cultivated blindness. 

Originally established by force, this tenure of status was 
maintained by a social machinery of custom that was in- 
fended to inspire awe, This it did by forma 

uman relational 














































ileulur style of taste and convention is mot original to the age 
‘touts It characterise of erary toca order In which human rele 
alsin, by fear of the cone 
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tion but also exercised decisive influence on manners, 
engage ata though ү ий оп тыйы om 
aquest and spread its culture by the contagion of mobber 
and the force of arms. ‘The image of nature and of reason 
to which the ruling clases subscribed was the product of the 
selection, and cultivated blindness for un- 









rigorous social discipline, and was dominated by abstrac- 
tion and generalization. In the laws of geometry and cal: 
culus this culture saw the reflected image of the social order 
it had brought about by coercion, Government was a branch 
‘of applied mathematics, and philosophers of the time, such 
as Descartes and Spinoza, used the geometric method to 
arrive at truth. 

In this brief description of the highlights of the ethos of 
this period we have an interesting problem in sequences, 
‘We must solve this problem because we must try to under- 
stand the place that each factor has in the social process 
involved. Is this « purely arbitrary system, capriciously 
decreed and enforced because the power was there to en- 
force it? If this is the case, we heve nothing to study. We 
P Seme of te productions of t i 

ne lutions of the contemporaries of this 
period give us some clues, Tt was claimed that the feudal 
Order was a quest for stability and order, and that the 
restraints it imposed constituted a necessary defense 

st anarchy. One can agree with this conclusion, for 
iis almost true. But there are diferent kinds of restraints: 
there are those that originate in fear of the police, 
‘hose that originate in conscience. In the fist, the fear is 

external agency that will punish; in the second, the 
line is internalized, it acta automatically, Conscience 
баа powerful social cohesive that acts automatically; i ix 
‘accompanied by highly emotional attachment to the source 
of conscience. ‘The power of police lasts only as long as it 
has the power to enforce. This, then, was a society held to~ 
gether by force. 

‘As Tong as the coercive power remained in the hands of 
the feudal aristocracy, there was no problem, "The values 









































that were devised had the effect of creating what seemed 
to be an atmosphere of stability and serenity. Among other 
things, however, the extreme formalization and order in 
the art forms of this period suggest that those in power 
were in constant need of reassurance about the stability and 
serenity of their world. They well knew that 

‘was mounted on the shoulders of a саме э) 
fected a very inequitable distribution of opportunities for 
the enjoyment of available satisfactions. As long as they 
could enforce control of hate, rebellion, and misery, the 
had nothing to fear. ‘To a certain degree they could count 
on the ability of people to identify themselves with their 
superiors. But this identification is not a very powerful 
bulwark because it lasts only as long as the identification 
pays off in borrowed prestige. When the source of this bor- 
rowed pride collapses, the underlying. rage emer 

"The use of force as a social agent to insure the dominance 
of one group over another has insidious consequences on 
the whole fabric of life. Human relations are governed by 
rules and not by feeling. Correctness takes the place of 
‘ruth and maxims of expediency and prudence take the 
place of wisdom. Spontancity of feeling is lost, and is re- 
placed by affectation. Human relatedness is controlled en- 
tirely by an institutionalized formalism, Men being what 
they are, however, feeling cannot be contained forever. 
Given the opportunity men will break the bonds of emo- 
tional constriction. ‘The Romantic Movement represented 
such a breakthrough. 

‘Arnold Hauser, whose book he Social History of Art 
is a remarkable social survey of art, claims that in the 
Romantic Movement the bourgeoisie came to exalt sentiment 
(feeling) because the aristocracy valued reserve and con- 
trol. That is to say, the bourgeois did the opposite of whi 
ie aristoorat did, an an expression of rebelion. There 
some doubt on this point because for a long time the 
bourgeoisie sought to emulate the aristocracy. We cannot 
accept the explanation that this alteration of emphasis was 
due to perversity or the wish to be different. The roots of 
this emotionality came from the same source that the Clas- 
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sical ethos came from—the adaptationl opportunites st 
Particular institutional setup. г. aS 

“The way of life ofthe mid 
insinuated itself into the feudal organization 
Crusades. This merchant group rendered weet 
service by opening channels of communication ast hy ee 
таби the speed and range of human а 
fhe creation of machinery for stimulating and satay ee 
everenlarging ambit of ness, This тш бе secret ЭУ быр 
succes; they pleased everyone and hurt mo ner hes fe 
dom that they needed to make thet rounds enn atte, 
tlonalzed. The merchant calling was originally thas cf 
the distranchied elements in the feudal este уныш АН 
larger and larger number of people could enolase А 
merchant and establish relation to sll labor of godo 
under contract or consent to exchange goode or servic ЕЕ 
money. The merchants established tle whole waini ma 
Мату for making and distributing things for comune, 
tion or ornamentation. They increased ш рти ed 
Significance right under the note ofthe landed ocr 
hich neither appreciated them nor could interfer 
them. Their activity established a new ethos. Although e 
Фа not abolish the nerd for “salvation tey altered У 
























begin to рий ади iho feudal uniia al 
eluding the Churcha. T'e Church mas tns iat mal artan, in 
Fett wat the Reformation By dat of te end aes 
pressure the way of le of e merchant alams шин 
he state ала бшу и сш 
Whereas the xed hierarchy with its anxieties and its 
‘restraints was the key to the Classical ethos, the Romantic. 
ethos was the expression of the new opportunities opened 
“nite bunny тт тт Ra 
E vere these nev opportunities? Suppore we firit 
н Дат Берет орото барин э н 
tation. In fetdaion what happened yori nan iani, 














life was decided by the status into which you were born, 
If you were a serf, you lived in that status until you died, 
A serf got protection from his lord and also a share of what 
yeas produced in his household economy. In return he had 
to be faithful to his lord. If he gave up the shelter of this 
postion, he became, in a way, free. But this freedom was 
not what we mean by freedom; it was the equivalent of dis- 
franchisement. There were no institutionalized opportuni- 
ties except those offered by the Church (mo 
army, or the merchant class with all its risl 
really not much one could do about his secular fate, Re- 
sponsibility for oneself was limited but concrete, ‘There 
‘vas a ceiling on aspiration because the choices were very 
few. Character did not matter because it decided very little 
in one’s life, Ability di not vary much except in the upper 
echelons, because most people did the same thing. Above 
all, living was dificult and there was much hostility. 

From the Reformation onward the institutional frame- 
work of Western culture changed in such a way as to give 
more opportunity for individual expression. The Reforma- 

ion proclaimed the direct responsibility of man to God. In 
the changing institutional framework he had more oppor- 
tunity for responsibility for himself. He had new oppor- 
tunities for enterprise, more risk and more choices, With 
more opportunities for activity and enjoyment, the general 
level of aspiration became elevated, especially since thi 
aspiration was tied to goals that were conerete and att 
able with effort, This increased the individuals sense of re- 
sponsibility. 

Under these conditions fear of failure took precedence 
over fear of damnation as a motivating force, and enhance- 
ment of self-esteem became more important than the prom- 
ine of salvation in the next life, Worldly well-being and 
sensual satisfaction became socially approved pursuits. 
Under these conditions suffering acquired a new interpreta 

acquired the right to social recognition as a social 
evil. Thus new social opportunities loosened one of the most 
powerful influences for social stability: recognition of the 
claims of human misery. Some doubt was cast on the as- 
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sumption that suffering was really God's will. The feudal 
accommodation to suffering and misery by means of the 
“wages of sin” or “fall from grace” doctrines suffered a 
‘complete reversal. 











‘eventually able to expose human suffering and misery, and 
to press the claim that this was a social responsibility. Need 
became legitimized; so did the right to feel envy and gre 
Competition became legitimate and so did the individual 
emotions it demands, As Barzun puts it, the factory had 
become the prelude to citizenship, ‘The isues of freedom 
could only be waged in the terms of existing opportunities. 
‘The Romanticists emphasized risk and venture. They did 
not want to endorse the evils of a fixed and implacable 
social hierarchy, and in the light of the newly created op- 




















portunities, proclaimed the right of the individual to as- 
piration, risk, and failure. They denied that society was a 
fixed order and a law of nature. They advocated a change. 


‘The introduction of manufacture stimulated needs, and 
there was a social machinery for satisfying them. Tf one 
made the requisite effort, he could satisfy these needs. In 
‘the feudal ethos this was not posible for the great masses; 
needs and wants had to be suppressed with the consequence 
that hatred and aggression (envy) toward those who had 
what one wanted was inevitable—notwithstanding the in- 
gratiating and submissive attitudes that prevailed. One 
could not “crash” the aristocracy, It was a closed clique 
admission to whieh could only be effected by birth. Tt is 
because human needs were unlimited that the bourgeoisie 
remained an open group, entrance into which required only 
energy, enterprise, daring, ability, and capital, Business 
could not, at its inception, become a enste, because human 
needs were insatiable and the taste of man for variety and 
new experience appeared inexhaustible, The right to have 
needs and the creation of a social machinery for satisfying 
‘them completed ап arrangement that would benefit every 
‘one, Tt could only lead to more aspiration, action, and pro- 
ductivity. 

Tf we want to look for “psychological” changes that 

















follow in the wake of institutional changes, 
cellent illustration, The feudal ethos, constri 
‘and emotion and prevented the identifi 
constituents with each other. Romanti 
tions which created it, opened the way for personal identi- 
fication, for reciprocity of feeling and, consequently, for 
the inclusion of the lowly and their way of life as a matter 
of social interest and concern, Their suff 

forts therefore acquired some demonstrative val 
this suffering and its sources acquired the right to reco 
tion, one could begin to talk about political freedom, which 
has to do with the institutionalized barriers to human re- 
latedness, Without the emotional component, no political 
problem could arise. 

‘The Romantic Movement was, therefore, the manifesta- 
tion of an emotional breakthrough occasioned by the ef- 
fective alteration of a certain social patterning. Although 
this was a Western phenomenon, its effects varied in dif- 
ferent places, It was different in England from what it was 
in France. The political setup was different in each place. 
‘The French Revolution was not the beginning of a move- 
ment, but its end. It liquidated, in a formal way, the po~ 
litical gadgets that had lost effective power 
before. The Napoleonie wars did much to liquidate the re- 
mains of feudali all over Europe and to spread the new 
culture? 

"The crowning achievement of this period was that it lib- 
erated vast sources of human energy. Action, the assertion 
fof power, the cult of energy, power over the world, and 

x over one’s own fate became the directives of the nine- 
teenth century. It was in favor of emotion and action and 
‘against contemplation and complacency. 

Having described some of the institutional alterations 


* Napoleon төн could not have been a very good Judge of what hls 
rope was. Por on top ofthe midlets culture of which he 

















































ution he represented war not, 
Yi For an excellent essay om the personality and achievement of a repre- 
tentative of thia period ee J, Barman, “Byron” in The Energian of Art. 
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‘and their effects on man in the early part of the nineteenth 
century, we now turn our attention to some of the interests 
he developed during the ensuing decades. 

‘The people of this period saw the fall of dynasties and 
the rise of а new social order. ‘They were th 
clined to place unlimited confidence in the stability of any 
social order, Moreover, the iden hd been planted in the 
minds of people that they had something to say about the 
ind of order hey wanted, At the very letat, they knew that 
it changed. In addition, they saw the dawn of a mew era of 
the inventiveness of man—the Industrial Revolution, What- 
ever dificulties and social dislocations it brought with it, 
this revolution rented the techniques for making and dis- 
tributing goods, Enjoyment here and now vas being demon- 














strated and mat F 
But the greatest of all changes took place in the domain 
of man’s relation to himself. The new order, based on lib- 
eralism as a political creed and a way of life, altered the 
feeling of responsibility for oneself. One's status in life was 
determined only in part by one’s status at birth. Tt could 
be altered by will and enterprise. Thus one's fate depended 
on one's character and ability, and the lntter was influenced 
by the former. Character became recognized as the imple- 
ment of social interaction; institutions were not divinely 
decreed but were created by man, 
Tt is natural that under these circumstances man turned 
his attention to himself, The manifestations of this interest 
were many. The poets, first, then the novelists created a 
renewed interest in character. ‘This was a reflection of the 
same interest that showed itself in polities, but on a reduced 
and more intimate scale. The interest of the novelists lasted 
the entire century and culminated in the remarkable per- 
formances of ‘Thackeray, Dickens, Jane Austen, the 
Brontes, George Eliot, Dostoyevski and ‘Tolstoy. 

Та 1860 Darwin published his Origin of Species. Al- 
though the iden of evolution had been publicized for a cen- 
tury through the efforts of Lamarck and Buffon, Darwin's 
work galvanized the entire Western world. Something about 
this doctrine had an immediate relevancy for the time, The 
























importance of this work was vested not only in its scientific 
merits, but also in the fact that it supplied a new frame of 
reference within which man came to think of himself, 

‘Man had already seen a changing world and had begun 
to like it and encourage it. Change was now seen as a pat- 
tern for improving his worldly position, and was called 
progress, The theory of evolution provided a seientifio jus- 

Stian for thia optimisms it comlained an antidote to tho 
jastical conocption of man's fate, It afirmed man's 
3 nthe univer as due to his own will ingenuity, and 

gged persistence. By endorsing this view man merely re- 
firmed the responsibilities he had already assumed with 
liberalism. The idea of evolution also encouraged the tend- 
eney—already under way—to conquer nature and to sub- 
ject it to man's needs. The influence of the supernatural in 
human affairs was formally conceded; but it was pure lip 
service, and the observance of religion became а social 
routine, Man became indifferent to supernatural interven- 
tion as his power over nature became confirmed. 

‘The ability of man to survive and to subject the environ 
ment to his needs and uses became known as adaptation. 
This concept underwent some strange transformations dur. 
ing the Victorian age. Well adapted became synonymous 
with good. The idea that only the fittest survived stimulated. 
an endless quest for effective adaptations to the end of still 
more effective adaptation. 

In some ways, the idea that only the fittest survived had 
implications similar to the Calvinist doctrine that only the 
«lect were saved, In evolution the elect were the successful 
jones; the unsuccessful had the equivalent of damnation, 
Failure in adaptation could no longer be blamed on the 
caprices of Divine Will, nor could it be interpreted as 
punishment for sin, Tt could only be interpreted us an 

lictment of adaptive capacity. The state promoted the wel- 
fare of the merchant group according to Lhe principle that 
society was a self-regulating organism with built-in mech- 
anisms for homeostasis, Responsibility for success was now 
vested in character and ability, and failure was viewed as 
biological and so ty. Failure that was noble and 
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pathetic in 1820 became a disgrace in 1880, The doctri 
of survival of the fittest gave its blessing to social ruthless 
ness in a free market of competition for commodities and 
labor. This blessing took out of the reach of moral judg- 
ment those perversions of the “instinct of self-preservation” 
that the business practices of the time encouraged. ‘This 
does not menn that Darwinism implied business immorality. 
Tt does mean that the businessmen found in the slogan of 
survival of the fittest the scientife justification for the prac- 
tie of esi гаен 
ie contingency of philosophy on a prevailing ethos is 
Ше куче Байы) йш бе Ши М Бє 
lieved that enlightened self-interest had the same self-regu- 
lating effect morally that later faire did politically. 
‘The entire ethos ofthe nineteenth century made the ind 
vidual responsible for himself to an unusual degree Li 
acquired new hazards in the unexpected form ofan increase 
in the demands the individual had to make on himself in 
order to maintain his self-esteem. Man had merely changed 
masters. In place of the fear of losing the support of a 
feudal superior, he now had to fear the demands of an 
P based on the cultural norm. This 
ethos increased man's burdens by increasing the demands 
for action, change, progress, success. Failure became a 
cause of anxiety, an anxiety that could no longer be allayed 
by the conviction that failure was the will of God. ‘The 
of failure is not the kind thet reduces aspirations 
it increases them, In this period increased aspiration was 
directed toward the goal of social betterment as expressed 
by the “standard of living.” This became the most powerful 
i cd to any class oF calling, 













































but became the common claim. 

‘The theory of evolution became popular when it did be- 
‘cause it was an accurate reflection of the total ethos of the 
nineteenth century. Tt was the greatest success story of all 
time, Tt was an allegory in which man saw a reflection of 





his daily struggles. Just as the doctrine of the fall of man 
was suitable to the feudal ethos in that it put a damper on 
human aspiration and gave an acceptable interpretation 








to human suffering, o did the theory of evolution 

iy the mythology for the ethos of responsibility for 
meselt, and for ceaseless and restless effort and creativity. 
We must finely note that the elements who protested 
against this theory were the clergy. ‘The businessman did 
not complain; it was good for business, 

Tt was in this atmosphere that the science of man and 
culture wes born. Whereas the eighteenth century had 
specialized in mathematics and the exact sciences, the ni 
teenth century specialized in the biological sciences. The 
functioning organism and its adaptational vicissitudes be- 
came the center of scientific interest, and the methods of 
biology became the prototype for most scientific investiga- 
tion. Even the physical sciences started to move away from 
the methods of mathematical mechenics toward more fune- 
tional and organie concepta 

We are in position now to see that the intense interest 
that developed during this period in physiology, anthropol- 
ogy, and psychology was no accident. It was a direct result 
of man's changed conception of himself. Any great change 
in man, as in individual men, depends on an alteration of 
emotional patterns, and these' are affected by the actual ex- 
‘erences man has ander a specifie set of social institutions. 

‘Our special plea for a place for psychodynamics in any 
‘comprehensive study of man is based on the claim that the 
adaptational ‘processes in individual men constitute the 
fulcrum around whieh historical events and social institu- 
tions great and small—are delicately balanced. Without 
thie fuleram as the center of inquiry, historical and socie 
Phenomena can only be seen as unrelated and free-floating 
Entities. As such, their interest is only for the collector, the 
Statistician, and the dilettante. 

"The study of social patterning is a crucial issue. There 
ia great anzity the world over about the problems of social 
adaptation. The minimum condition of survival ie even in 
doubt. Some day there may be an opportunity for scientific 
opinion on the subject of the merits of various types of 
тб раат ТЕЧ dy men, the etme of ine 
vestigation known as adaptational’ prychodynamica will 
юм o ye 
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